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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere the notice of the draft order under the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, which has been made by the Privy 
Council. In our comments last week we overlooked a provision 
in the Interpretation Act, 1889, which we believe is relied on as 
sanctioning both the making of the draft order and the giving 
of formal notice to the London County Council. Section 37 of 
that Act runs as follows : 

‘“‘ Where an Act, passed after the commencement of this Act, is not to 
Scauien nike aun Cpaaieeeh, tsa eee ivan ane 

wers 80 any 4) " . - 
ato § that is to sa a oS Galeria order, kan 
patent, rules, tions, or bye-laws, to notices, 


’ 
or to do any other thin for the purposes the Act, ti 
less the contrary intention appears, be exercised at 


passing of the Act, so far as may be necessary 
moe tiie saetetatioa aad 
thereof, subject to this that 
power shall not, unless the contrary intention 
contrary is nece i i 


It will be seen that the power to issue the notice is depen- 
dent on the question w it ‘‘is necessary for bringing the 
Act into operation” [not, according to the “restriction,” 
operation by or before any i date}. How can it be 
said that it is necessary for ey Ma Act into operation 
that notices should be given before the date at which it comes 
into operation ? 


Tue Feast of All Souls has from time immemorial been one 
of the chief events in the year for the judicial bench. 
the jadicial bench will be chief 
the Feast of All Souls. 





i 


profess themselves to be ever 

clue to his mysterious mind. 

we may offer the pious 

more threads which will 

Watrer Parone was a Fellow of 
to this, he was twice Commissioner 

criteria of selection which we would 
apply to certain recent nominations. 
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‘*chaff,” and congratulate the Lord Chancellor on a graceful act 
in appointing a political opponent of a rather violent type, who 
is @ popular and a learned man, and has had a large 
practice in the Admiralty Court and in ecclesiastical cases, 
and a fair practice also on the Western Circuit. He has, 
no doubt, in him the making of a good judge; but we may, 
perhaps, be permitted to hint that he hae two tendencies 
which should be severely curbed. He is too voluble for the 
Bench, beirg overmuch endowed with what has been called 
the “accursed gift of eloquence”; and he is rather given to 
strong ‘‘views” on certain subjects. If he can keep his 
eloquence down, and hide with scarlet and ermine his views 
as effectively as his waistcoat, he should go far to justify the 
— and to bring honour to Westminster, All Souls, and 

xford. 





Ir nas Jong been perfectly well settled that the receiver of a 
letter has no such property in it as to entitle him to publish it 
against the wishes of the writer, and the same rule applies, of 
course, to persons other than the receiver into whose hands the 
letter may subsequently come. The judgment of Nort, J., in 
Labouchere v. Hess does no more than apply this rule. The 
argument that the writer of the letter makes a gift of it to the 
receiver so as to vest the property in him was met by Lord 
Harpwicke in Pope v. Curl (2 Atk. 342) with the remark that 
the receiver has at most a joint property with the writer, and 
that this does not give him a licence to publish the letter to the 
world. Following this and other authorities, Lord Arstzy, C., 
without hesitation, granted an injunction in Thompson v. Stan- 
hope (Amb. 737) to restrain the publication, without the 
consent of the Earl of CuersrerrizLp’s executors, of the 
letters of that nobleman to his son. In subsequent cases the 
grounds of these decisions have been examined and their cor- 
rectness to some extent questioned, but the decisions have never 
been overruled. The true legal doctrine appears to be that the 
property in the paper is in the receiver of the letter, and the 
copyright in the writer. In Perceval v. Phipps (2 Ves. & B. 19) 
Prvumer, M.R., drew a distinction between letters which have a 
literary value and those which are simply ordinary letters of 
friendship or business. Business letters, he said, it would be 
very extraordinary to describe as a literary work in which the 
writers have a copyright. But the distinction has not been 
adopted, and it would certainly have no chance of recognition at 
the present day, when the protection of the courts has been 
successfully invoked in favour of trade catalogues and Stock 
Exchange price lists. The right of the author of the letter 
being thus fully recognized, on the ground of his property in 
the copyright, it becomes unnecessary to seek for further justi- 
fication of it on the grounds of the confidence he reposes in the 
person to whom the letter is addressed. In our courts of equity 
the maintenance of this confidence, however important in point 
of morals, has not been regarded as a ground for interference ; 
though Lord Expoy, in Gee v. Pritchard (2 Swanst., p. 426), 
referred to it as an additional reason why he should exercise a 
juriediction which the court had already claimed to possess on 
the ground of property. Thereceiver of the letter may, indeed, 


publish it for the purpose of Coane Se ots Waar (am: 
of Lytton ¥-_Dovey 52 LT. p10}, on @ letter is not privi- 
1 oduction in the course of litigation (Hopkinson v. 
Lord Burghley, 2 Oh. App. 447), but, subject to such special 
cireurnstances, the _possesacr can only use it in the manner con- 
templated by the writer at the time it was sent. 


A REMARKABLE state of things had to be dealt with in the case 
of Reg. v. Harris last week at the Old Bailey. The prisoner 
was indicted for the murder of his wife, and it was alleged that, 
having murdered her, he had attempted to commit suicide by 
reanam | his own throat. Anyhow, he was found to be wounded 
in & wey in the throat that he was unable to speak, and 
being an illiterate 











reson, who could neither read nor write, he 


was absolutely unable to give any instructions to the soiicitor 
retained for his defence by his friends. A jury was sworn, and 
in answer to questions put to them by Dante, J., they replied 
that the prisoner was able to plead to the indictment, and that he 
was sane, but that he was unable to communicate with his legal 





advisers, and that this disability was caused by his own unlawful 
act. Under these circumstances the trial was postponed, and it 
yet remains to be determined what is the proper course to be 
adopted. A most important question, and apparently a novel 
one, is raised in this strange case—i.c., whether a person can be 
tried who, though perfectly sane, is utterly unable to make any 
proper defence because of his inability to communicate with his 
counsel or with anyone else. There have been cases somewhat 
similar in which deaf and dumb persons were concerned. Thus, 
in Rex v. Pritchard (7 O. & P. 303), a man was indicted for 
felony before ALpEnson, B., and in answer to questions the jury 
found that he was mute by visitation of God, that he was able 
to plead, but that he was not of sufficient intellect to compre- 
hend the course of proceedings or the details of the evidence so 
as to make a proper defence. This finding the learned judge 
held to be equivalent to a finding that the prisoner was insane, 
and ordered him to be detained during his Majesty’s pleasure, 
This case was followed much later in Reg. v. Berry (1 Q. B. D. 
447), and there are one or two other cases ia agreement with 
these decisions. It is clear, however, in all these cases that 
the prisoner was held to be incapable of taking his trial because 
of his inability to defend himself arising from an intellectual 
incapacity to understand the proceedings. In the present case 
the prisoner seems to be quite able to understand the proceed- 
ings, but is unable to properly defend himself because he can 
neither ask a witness a question, nor instruct his counsel what to 
ask, nor in any way take part in the trial. It is submitted that 
it is contrary to all justice to put a man on his trial in such a 
condition. It is true it must be assumed that he has, by 
his own unlawful act, brought himself into that condition ; but 
even then it would be dangerous to allow a man to be convicted 
of a capital crime when, if he were able to communicate his 
thoughts, he might be able to give his advisers such instructions 
as would lead to his acquittal. 





Tue case of Re Humphreys, recently decided by a Divisional 
Court (Wricut and Kennezpy, JJ.), raised several important 
questions as to the power of the court to make charging orders 
under section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, though in the result 
a decision was given only upon one point. The section provides 
that, in every case in which a solicitor is employed to prosecute 
or defend any suit, matter, or proceeding in any court of justice, 
it shall be lawful for the court or judge before whom any such 
suit, matter, or proceeding has been heard, or shall be depend- 
ing, to declare such solicitor entitled to a charge on the property 
recovered or preserved for his taxed costs, charges, and expenses. 
In Re Humphreys a farmer in Carnarvonshire, early in 1895, 
realized his assets, and sailed for Australia with about £800, 
After his departure a warrant for his arrest was issued on a 
charge of forgery, and bankruptcy proceedings were commenced, 
in the course of which a prosecution was ordered against him for 
alleged offences under the Debtors Act, 1869. He was arrested 
at Adelaide and brought back to this country, but a sum of 
£813 which was found upon him was detained by the Adelaide 
police. The charge of forgery was dismissed by the magistrates, 
and at the assizes the debtor was acquitted of the other offences. 
Messrs. Luoyp-Grorce & Co., of Criccieth, acted as solicitors for 
the trustee in the bankruptcy in these prosecutions and also 
generally, and, upon their ~ the £813 was transmitted 
to this country by the Adelaide police. This proved to be the only 
asset in the bankruptcy, and the solicitors applied to the county 
court judge for an order in the bankruptcy and under the 
Solicitors Act, 1860, charging the sum with the costs incidental 
to its recovery, including the costs and expenses of the arrest 
and prosecutions. The county court judge made the order, 
but there is the objection, which, in the opinion of the 
Divisional Court, was fatal, that the money was recovered on 
the mere application of the solicitors to the Adelaide police, and 
not as the result of the exercise of any jurisdiction by the court. 
For the purpose of section 28 it seems essential that proceedings 
should have been commenced for the recovery of the property, 
and the conduct of the police made any proceedings unnecessary. 
The immediate compliance of a person against whom a claim 18 
made does not appear to give any chance for the operation of 
the statute, and it makes no difference that the claim is made on 
behalf of a trustee in bankruptcy. The bankruptcy proceedings 
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are not directed against the holder of the in question. 
Had this point been out of the way, it. would still have been 
necessary to decide whether the roe ye 4 court had jurisdiec- 
tion to make an order under section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 
1860, and whether the order would extend to all the costs of the 
bankruptcy and of the prosecutions. Upon the latter point it 
seems that, if the order can be made in bankruptcy at all, its 
effect must be limited to so much of the bankruptcy proceed- 
ings as have been conducive to the recovery of the OES 
Upon the former, although in Re Suffield § Watts (20 Q. B. D. 
693) and Re Wood (1897, 1 Q. B. 314) charging orders made 
by the judge in bankruptcy have been held to be made by him 
as a judge of the High Court, and not in the exercise of his 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, it is by no means clear that the latter 
jurisdiction is not exercisable for the purpose where the pro- 
jeeedings which have resulted in the recovery of the property 
\have been solely in the bankruptey. At the same time the 
| Divisional Court inclined to think that the order for the dis- 
‘tribution of the assets prescribed by rule 125 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules might form an insuperable difficulty. 


In THE couRsE of a strike promoted by the Seamen and Fire- 


town, and were subsequently indicted at the Glamorgan Assizes, 
under section 7 of the Conspiracy and Property Protection Act, 
1875, for having intimidated a certain mn, watched and 
beset the place where he was, and followed him with others in a 
disorderly manner, in order to prevent him from serving on a 
certain ship as he had contracted todo. Now, section 16 of this 
Act contains a proviso that nothing in the Act ‘shall apply to 
seamen.”’ Hence, as the accused were admittedly men who fol- 
lowed the sea as a calling, it was contended in their defence 
that they were not liable to be convicted on this indictment. At 
the time of the alleged offence, however, they were not actually 
engaged on board any ship, but were out of work. They were 
convicted, and the question whether, under these circumstances, 
the conviction could stand was argued before the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved, on a case stated by Rintry, J. Judg- 
ment was given last week. It is not reasonable to suppose that 
the Legislature could have intended to exclude a large body of 
men from the provisions of this statute, unless such men were 
capable of being adequately dealt with under some other statute, 
in case they committed the offences aimed at. It is also clear 
that the only reason why seamen are excepted is that they 
ean be dealt with under the Merchant Shipping Acts. Section 
225 (¢) of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, provides that every 
“seaman lawfully engaged”’ shall be liable to a maximum 
punishment of twelve weeks’ imprisonment, with hard labour 
“if he combines with any of the crew to disobey lawful com- 
mands or to neglect duty, or to impede the navigation of the 
ship or the progress of the voyage.’ Persons not seamen are 
also liable, under section 236, for persuading or attempting to 
persuade a seaman not to join his ship, but they are only liable 
toa fine not exceeding £10. ‘‘Seaman”’ is defined, both in this 
Act and in the repealed Act of 1854, as every person “‘ employed 
or engaged in any capacity on board any ship”—with certain 
exceptions not material to this case. If, then, the argument 
for the defence were sound, persons like the prisoners, who act 
as they did, would not be liable at all under the i Act, 
and would only be liable to a fine under the Merchant Shipping 
Act. Why should such persons beso favoured? It seems plain 
that ‘‘seaman”’ in the former Act must be construed as referring 
to those persons so defined in the latter Act. The Merchant 
Shipping Acts use the word “seaman,” not as equivalent to 

aring man, but as a description of a man actually under 

ment to serve in some capacity on board a ship. 

There can be little doubt that the court were right in affirming 
the conviction. Any other decision would lead to the absurdity 
of a large number of persons being practically exempted from 
the provisions of a penal statute for no sort of reason. 





Tue Rutz that a married woman restrained from anticipation 
tannot by her own act annul the restraint, has received a curious 


Ch. 223), er] a oe 8 of Kexewicn, J., in which has this 

been affirmed by the Court of Appeal. he defendant sought to 
establish that a married woman was bound by her admission, 
made in good faith but untrue, that a certain event had 
place, the occurrence of which would have determined 
interest which she was restrained from antici ' 

the case were shortly as follows: The plaintiff was entitled to the 
income of certain property during her life for her separate use 
without power of anticipati i 

A r any time she sho 
of £8,000 or more annum for her separate use, then her 
interest should pm and the should be held in 
trust for her husband. The hus ’s interest in the pro 


was mortgaged by him as collateral security to a litor, 
whose executor was the defendant Faszr. Subsequently, u 
the death of her brother, the plaintiff became entitled to a life 


interest in the Kerrison and thereupon the question 
arose whether the proviso had not taken effect. Acting under 
the advice of her then solicitor, and in order to enable her 
husband to obtain easier terms with his creditors, the plaintiff 
executed a Deed Poll, whereby she admitted that, in the events 
which had wey the proviso had taken effect in pa ey 
of her having fulfilled the condition, and she thereby released 
the first-mentioned property from all claims in respect of her 
life interest therein. Asa result of the Deed Poll, the plain- 
tiff’s husband was able to arrange with his creditor for a reduc- 
tion in the rate of interest on the loan, and for repayment of the 
capital on advantageous terms. Subsequently, the plaintiff found 
that, owing to prior incumbrances, the income which she derived 
from the Kerrison estates did not amount to £8,000 per annum, and 
she consequently brought the present action claiming a declaration 
that she had not succeeded to the requisite income, and that her 
admission in the Deed Poll was not binding upon her. It was 
to this latter question that the point at issue was confined at the 
trial. The defendants did not deny that the plaintiff was 
restrained from dealing with the property, but they argued that 
the question involved was simply one of fact—namely, Had the 
plaintiff succeeded to the specified income or not? No better 
evidence to prove the fact could be produced than the ex 

admission of the plaintiff herself contained in the Deed Poll. 
The fact of her succession being thus proved by the best evidence 
obtainable, the condition in the proviso had fulfilled, and 
ipso facto her interest had determined. Kexerwicn, J., how- 
ever, said that it made no real difference whether the defendants 
put their case in this way, or argued at once that the plaintiff 
could evade the restraint on anticipation ; whichever way their 
case was put, the result was the same—viz., the restraint on 
anticipation was disregarded and the life interest was got rid of 
by her own act. It might be said that the admission only 
affected the life interest and not the restraint on anticipation ; 
but in his lordship’s opinion this was a fallacy, for the interést 
and the restraint were inseparihle, an 1 ery ory the oae 
you destroyed the other; and hw therefore held the plain- 
tiff, being restrained from anticipation, could not by any act 
of hers bring about a cesser of her life interest. As the Master 
of the Rolls said, the result of the decision is that a married 
woman can play fast and loose to an extent to which no other 


person can. 





Tue REASONING which found favour with Riesy, L.J., in 
delivering his dissentient j t in Badische Anilin Fabrik v. 








Bindschedler (45 W. R. 481) not prevailed in the House of 
Lords, and foreigners, or Englishmen carrying on busines: 














. aan company who have-an English patent for an 

dye. The defendant is a manufacturing chemist at Basle w 
makes a dye which is covered by the patent. In June, 1895, 
nes ye er a “oe 4 cogs —_ ragsaray gy 
parcel of his dye to sent e@ dye was, 

usual —. of Berpeceoun' esis, sat tn * aps 
agents at e them despatched C) to 
Jounson & Oo. The plaintiff company pp mn for 
infringement of their patent against both Jonnson & Oo. and 
Brypscueprer, but the former at once submitted to an 





illustration in the recent case of Lady Bateman y. Faber (1897, 2 


injunction. BrvpscHEpLer appeared to the writ and contested 





a ££ 
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the company’s claim, on the ground tliat what he had done 
was confined to Switzerland where the patent was not in 
force, and that for the delivery of the dye to Jounson & 
Co. he was not responsible. However hard this view may be 
for English patentees, it has been accepted as correct by the 
majority in the Court of Appeal (Livptey and A. L. Surrn, 
L.JJ.) and unanimously by the House of Lords. Jonyson & Co. 

themselves named the Post Office as the agents by whom 
the ye Waste bw teenemitiad, 960) Ssoording to the sett = rule, 
the dye was-delivered to the Post Office as the agents_forthe 
purchasers. Upon such delivery Brypscnepier’s connection 
with the matter ceased and he was not responsible for the 

age of the goods into England. Ricpy, L.J., in dissenting 
sa this view, regarded the course pursued by BixpsciEDLER 
as being the same as if the two countries had been contiguous 
and he had himself thrown the parcel of dye across the border, 
but the analogy does not correspond to the actual facts. The 
parcel was brought into England by the purchasers’ agents, and 
the responsibility was on the purchasers and not on the vendor. 
Even were the law different, it would as a rule be impossible to 
proceed effectually against foreign manufacturers. Buinp- 
SCHEDLER chose to appear to the writ, but it would seem to have 
been perfectly competent for him to object to the jurisdiction 
and to have got the writ set aside. English patentees will have 
t> devise some other means of getting over the difficulty. 





Tne Court of Appeal have had no hesitation in affirming 
‘the judgment of Byrne, J., in Re Peveril Gold Mines (Limited) 


| The tendency of the courts is to insist upon the observance of 


| 


the statutory conditions under which companies are formed, and 
amongst these essential conditions must now be reckoned the 
ight of members of the company to present a petition for 
winding up the company. Under section 82 of the Companies 
1862, contributories of the company—a term which 
includes paid-up shareholders (Vational Savings Bank Associa- 
tion, L. R. 1 Ch. 547)—are entitled to present a winding-up 
=— ; but the articles of association of the Peveril 
old Mines (Limited) attempted to restrict this right by 
uiring that a member of the company should not peti- 
tion unless by consent of two directors, or in pursuance of a 
resolution passed by a majority at a general meeting, or unless 
the petitioner or petitioners held not less than one-fifth of the 
‘issued capital. The only way of supporting this article was to 
treat it as a contract binding on all the members of the company, 
but any such contract, so far as it flows from the constitution of 
the company, and is not peculiar to an individual shareholder, is 
subject to the limitations imposed by the Acts under which the 
poor oe is established. The passage quoted by the Master of 
the Rolls from the judgment of Lord Macnacuren in Welton v. 
Saffery (45 W. R., p. 515; 1897, A. C., p. 324) puts this point 


clearly: ‘‘These companies are the creatures of statute, 
by the statute to which they éing they must 








be bound in regard to-Shareholders as well as in regard 
to i S coming within the conditions of the 


ar eee Seaae. In the present case, indeed, the 





memorandum jation was not in question, but even 
that document cannot interfere with the statutory conditions 
inherent in the constitution of the company. Technically share- 
holders may not be entitled to plead that they bave not read the 
articles, but in practice they rarely do read them; and it ie 
important that such rights as the Legislature has conferred 
should not be interfered with. 





A dinner was given at the Grand Hotel, Charing Cross, on Wednesday 
evening, by the justices of the peace for the county of Middlesex and 
members of the Middlesex County Council, to Mr. R. M. Littler, O.B, 
Q.C., the chairman of the Court of Quarter Sessions, and chairman of the 
Middlesex County Council. Sir F. Dixon-Hartland, M.P., presided. 


Notification is given of an intended application to Parliament next 
Session by the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple for an Act to 
and amend eection 28 of the Thames Embankment Act, 1862, and 
to authorize the society to erect and maintain buildings upon so much of 
the reclaimed land belonging to them as lies between the southern ex- 
tremity of the buildings proposed to be erected in extension of King’s 
Bench-walk and the northern side of the tunnel of the Metropolitan Dis- 
trict Railway. 





FALSE PRETENCES, 


A man without any money in his pocket goes into a restaurant, 
orders a good dinner, eats it, and then tells the proprietor he 
has no money and cannot pay. How is the law to deal with a 
person who deliberately and fraudulently acts in this way? 
Cases of the kind frequently occur in London and other large 
towns, and the magistrates have found this question very hard 
to answer in a satisfactory manner. It has, however, now been 
answered in a considered judgment of the Court for the Con- 
sideration of Crown Cases Reserved. Therefore, as far as 
practice goes, the matter is settled; but probably many lawyers 
will disagree with a good deal of the judgment. 

The case (Reg. v. Jones) was stated by the Recorder of Wor- 
cester, and the facts, as far as a question of law is concerned, 
were as stated above, and precisely the same as in all these cases, 
The prisoner was indicted in two counts. The first charged 
him with having falsely pretended to the prosecutor that he was 
then able to pay him for certain food, and that he then 
had and possessed sufficient money to pay for the food, by 
means of which false pretence he obtained the food from the 
prosecutor. The second count was framed under section 13 (1) 
of the Debtors Act, 1869, which provides that any person shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanour “if, in incurring any debt 
or liability, he has obtained credit under false pretences or 
by means of any other fraud.” The recorder told the jury that, 
before convicting the prisoner, they must be satisfied that he 
intended to represent his then present ability to pay, that he 
knew at the time his inability to pay, that the food was supplied 
to him in consequence of his representation, and that he had 
an intention to defraud. The jury convicted the prisoner on 
both counts. 

Now, it is quite clear in such a case that the prosecutor 
intends to part with the property in his goods. He knows 
that the goods from their nature can never be recovered, 
and, by supplying the customer without asking for prepayment, 
he consents to the goods being immediately consumed. The 
offence, then, cannot possibly be larceny, whether by a trick 
or otherwise, and the court intimated that this is beyond 
argument. Those London magistrates, therefore, who have 
been in the habit of treating this offence as larceny, and 
dealing with it summarily, will henceforth have to adopt a 
different course. If the court had come to the conclusion 
that there was evidence that the prisoner had been guilty 
of larceny, the conviction on the first count would certainly 
have been right, for by section 88 of the Larceny Act, 1861, a 
person is not entitled to be acquitted on an indictment for 
obtaining goods by false pretences if the evidence shews that 
he was really guilty of iocoe. The question, therefore, 
had to be answered whether or not there was evidence to justity 
the jury in convicting the prisoner of obtaining the goods by 
false pretences. 

It was admitted that he spoke no words which could be 
construed into a false pretence, and that he did no act to 
induce the prosecutor to believe anything false, beyond ordering 
the food and consuming it. It was argued that to convict a 
person of having made a false pretence by conduct, more than this 
must be proved, and that it is necessary to shew that he actively 
did something to induce the false belief, and did not merely 
passively allow the prosecutor to form the false impression. 
This view the court took, and came to the conclusion that, under, 
the circumstances, there was no evidence upon which the 
prisoner could properly be convicted upon the first count. At 
the same time, however, the court intimated that it was not 
intended in any way to throw doubt upon the cases which decide 
that there may be a false pretence by conduct alone, such as 
Reg. v. Barnard (7 OC. & P. 784), where a person at Oxford, not 
a member of the university, put on a cap and gown, thereby 
obtaining goods on credit as if he were an undergraduate, and 
it was held he was properly convicted of obtaining the goods by 
a false pretence. 


Upon the second count of the indictment, the court held that 
clearly there was an obtaining of credit. The prisoner was 





supplied with goods on the implied agreement that he would 
pay for them in the future, that is to say, at the end of the 
meal, and the shortuess of the time for which credit was given 
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was not material. The court also held that there was ample 
evidence to prove fraud. The ordinary custom is, that 
rsons eating at restaurants shall pay for the food soon 
after they have consumed it, and before they quit the 
remises. The prisoner knew that the food was supplied to 

1 Bim in the belief that he would follow the ordinary custom, 
| and he also knew when he consumed it that he was not ina 
| position to pay for it. This was clearly fraud, and therefore 
the prisoner was properly convicted on the s6cond count. With 
this argument it is difficult to find any fault, and it is satisfac- 
4 tory to find that the court has approved of one method by which 


2 it as if it were merely ground for a civil action for the price of 

, the food. 

Y It is, however, respectfully submitted that the court was 
wrong in holding that there was no evidence to support the 
first count. It was allowed by the court that a person may 
make a false pretence by conduct alone, without making any 
false statement in words. It was also recognized that it is the 
universal custom for persons dining at restaurants to pay imme- 
diately after the meal, and it was held (in effect) that the 
prisoner’s fraud consisted in taking unfair advantage of this 
custom. Now, a false pretence is a false and fraudulent repre- 
sentation as to some existing fact, which may be made either by 

Nearly every one who dines at a restaurant, 


at the time he orders his dinner has money in his pocket sufli- 
cient to pay for it. Certainly the cadeaer ta supplied Uy the 
Yestaurant keeper only in the belief that he is then possessed of 
so much money, and is able and willing, when he has eaten his 
dinner, to pay the ordinary and reasonable charges. Is it not 
fair, - o conclude = a — ~ — a restaurant 
and orders dinner in the usual way, does those very acts, 
, hold himself out to the proprietor os ons in the position ‘of other 
) who act in a-similar manner—tz,, ié by his conduct 
\ représents that he has in his pccket at the time enough 
\money to pay for what he orders? If, after having made 
zthis representation, it turns out that he has not enough 
money, and that he knew it, and intended to defraud, 
surely he has made a false representation as to an exist- 
ing fact and is liable to be convicted of obtaining the food by a 
falee pretence. The court held that there was evidence of 
fraud. But in what did the fraud consist? Unless the fact 
that he deliberately acted in such a manner as to get the food 
by leading the prosecutor to believe he was possessed of money 
to pay for it constituted the fraud, it is difficult to see in what it 
did consist. And if so acting was the fraud, the line between 
such a fraud and a false pretence is so fine as probably to be 
invisible to the majority of eyes. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It may be impolitic for solicitors openly to combine together 
for the purpose of offering any purely professional opposition to the 
adoption of this Act. Those professional persons, however, who are 
personally, and perhaps pecuniarily, interested in its adoption are 
evidently determined, from the course of action which is being 
roe to bring it into operation as speedily and as extensively as 
possible. 

I quite recollect the discussion which took place in the expiring 
hours of the last Parliamentary Session, when, by a mere fluke, this 
Act was considered and passed, in the absence of many of the Parlia- 
mentary representatives of metropolitan constituencies, who had then 
departed for well-earned repose. 

It was distinctly understood that the City of London was to be 
excluded, yet it is a fact that the Privy Council, on the motion of the 
Lord Chancellor, are appealing direct to the City of London to give 
the measure a trial. 

When this is considered, and also the fact that for some time past 
daily advertisements have appeared in the Times newspaper inviting 
purchasers and mortgagees to search at the Land Registry, as if they 
could not trust their legal advisers to make such searches, whenever 
necessary, and so to advertise the business of the department, one 
cannot help thinking that the Land Registry officials are a body of 
gentlemen who réquire considerable looking after and watching. 

It is not usual for public departments of the State to advertise for 





business. The merits of the department are generally supposed to be 





sufficient to attract the public attention without resorting to the 
machinery of public advertisement. 

It is evident that, now the authorities have obtained the Act, they 
are resolute and determined to put it into force as extensively as they 
possibly can. 

Solicitors and their clients are not likely to receive much considera~- 
tion, and Parliamentary promises and assurances will be plainly 
disregarded whenever their operation is found to be inconvenient. 

The Lord Chancellor may be well content for his name to be 
associated with the passing of the Act. Having accomplished this 
object, one cannot help desiring that all feeling of izanship hostile 
to solicitors and their clients, and in support of officialism, should 
now be dropped, and that the judicial fairness which the great body 
of the profession may expect to receive from the hands of the Lord 
Chancellor and the Attorney-General should be resumed, and that 
the ardour of interested officials should be restrained within reason- 
able limits. 

The compulsory provisions of the Act are either good or bad. 

There is a considerable difference of opinion on this point, and 

robably the opinion materiall seupeudenthes in favour of the 
atter view, as is abundantly evidenced from the able references to 
this subject at the last annual provincial meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society. 

If the compulsory system is good, by all means let it be tried and 
succeed ; but if it is bad, by all means let this be discovered with as 
little delay and with as few harmful results as possible. 

The Yorkshire people have got in them a good deal of backbone, 
and when they combine they generally manage to get their way. I 
admire them for this. 

I hope, however, that London solicitors, their London clients, and 
London owners of property will not be less wanting in backbon-, 
and will take good care that the London County Council, the Coi- 
poration of London, and whoever else it may concern, shall have pro- 
perly put before them all the facts relating to the case. Nothi 
could be better than that they should receive, and be asked to 4 
some of the papers read at the recent provincial meeting at Sheffield. 
What, however, is everybody’s business generally results in being no 
one’s business. Hence the necessity of some small informal organiza- 
tion to educate the authorities with whom rests the responsibility of 
determining whether, if a man wants to dispose of his freehold or 
perhaps leasehold interest in his property, he must wait the con- 
venience of some department of the State, and if he wants un- 
expectedly and hurriedly to borrow money of his bankers to oblige a 
friend or to meet an imperative need, he can only have to take with 
him a piece of paper or parchment, which will supply no real 
information to the oot and practicality prevent the freeholder, 
and perhaps also the leaseholder, from turning to immediate bene- 
ficial account the property which, by a life of diligence and reason- 
able thrift he has managed to secure for the benefit of himself and 
the generation in which he lives. 

What with the death duties recently imposed upon landed pro- 
perty and what with this proposal to fetter a man in the disposition 
of what is his own, one is apt to think that it may be best after all 
to follow the example of the spendthrift and spend what you 
on present gratifications and leave the State to support you in your 
declining years in case of need. 

Solicitors in London are so devoted to the business of their clients, 
and so busy, that they are apt to become very apathetic with 
to the legislation affecting the just interests of themselves and their 
clients. But solicitors, as citizens, have nevertheless duties to dis- 
charge, and I do hope that my professional brethren resident in the 
metropolis will not fail to remind their representatives in the Corpora- 
tion of London and on the London County Council that it is well 
worth considering whether the metropolis should be the first place to 
be experimented upon for the p of the Act, bearing in mind 
that the experiment once tried will be practically irrevocable so far 
as that district is concerned; and that they will accordingly see that 
the experiment, if it is to be tried, is confined within reasonable 
limits—say, to so much of the large county of Middlesex as is situated 
within the jurisdiction of the London County Council, or to some 
smaller area, and thatall the facts and circumstances are impartially 

laced before the London County Council and the Co of 
ndon. 

Many solicitors are owners of property and therefore quite as much 
affected as the general public. ; 

The sole opposition of solicitors to this measure has been caused 
by their experimental knowledge of the fact that the system of transfer 
proposed is not to the real interests of the public, while at the same 
time it may be detrimental to the interests of the profession. 

Some informal organization may be necessary, and perhaps it 
would not be out of. the way for a few solicitors, owners of property 
in the county of London, to meet in Chancery-lane and discuss the 

ition, not from a professional point of view, but solely in the 
interests of the public. . J. FRASER. 

2, Soho-square, W., Dec. 1, ; 
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THE PUBLICATION OF ACTS OF PARLIAMENT. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In the early part of this year I obtained, on behalf of a 
local authority, a provisional order under the Electric Lighting Acts. 
This order was duly confirmed by Parliament some time last session. 

In order to complete my papers, I have been anxious to obtain a 

rint of the Act by which the order was confirmed, but although I 
Rave made ated enquiries of Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode and 
have ienimaed @ith them to send me a print as soon as ready, I have 
not yet obtained it. 

I do not even know the date on which the Act became law, and it 
is only by reference to the index to the Law Reports that I have been 
able to get at the title and reference to the Act. 

I cannot conceive why there should be four or five months’ delay in 
printing these Acts, and I think public attention should be called to 
t 1e inatter. W. H. W. 


London, Dee. 1. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 

Privy Council Office, Whitehall, November 26, 1897. 
Notice is hereby given that the following Draft Order has been 
prepared in pursuance of section twenty of ‘‘ The Land Transfer Act, 
1897,” and that the existing Land Registry in Lincoln’s-inn-fields is 
intended to be the place for the Registry under the Act, together 
with such other places as may be thoaght proper, having regard to 

the convenience of the districts to be affected by the Order : 


DRAFT, 
day of 


At tLe Court at , the , 1898, 


PRESENT, 
- The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Parsuant to the twentieth section of ‘‘The Land Transfer Act, 
1897,” Her Majesty, by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable 
Privy Council, is pleased to order and declare, and it is hereby 
ordered and delared as follows: 

As respects the County of London, on and after the first day of 
July, one thousand eight hundred and ninety-eight, Registration of 
Title to land is to be compulsory onsale, 

— may be amended or added to or repealed by Order in 
an 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


seal Court of Appeal. 
Lf BATEMAN (LADY) v. FABER. No. 2. 29th Nov. 
vA Marzrzisp Woman—Resteamst on AnrticrpaTion—Retease —ADMISSION— 
Estorrsu. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts were 
as follow: By an indenture dated the 26th of June, 1867, Lord Bateman 
mortgaged his life interest inthe Kelmarsh and Shobdon Court estates to the 
executors of Lady Kerrison’s will to secure a sum of £11,430, representing 
trust funds under the will advanced to Lord Bateman; and, subject to 
trusts for ying the loan, the executors were to pay the surplus rents 
and profits of the estates to Lady Bateman, the wife of Lord Bateman, 
during her life for her separate use without power of anticipation, ‘‘ Pro- 

less, that if at any time the said Lady Bateman shall 
succeed to an income in her own right of £8,000 or more per annum for 
her separate use, then and in such case the trusts in and by this indenture 
lastly hereinbefore declared sha)l absolutely cease and determine, and 
after the determination of the trust lastly hereinbefore declared (but sub- 
= and vel udice to the trusts hereinbefore declared) upon trust 
the said -’ Lord Bateman subsequently mortgaged 
such interest as remained to him to Mr. Andrew Montagu as a collateral 
security for £110,000. In July, 1886, Lady Bateman became entitled to 
a life interest in the Kerrison Estates in Norfolk, Suffolk, and Middlesex, 
and a question was soon afterwards raised by Mr. Montagu whether or 
mot the plaintiff had “succeeded to an income in her own right of 
£8,000 or more per annum for her separate use,’’ so as to bring into 
png the above-mentoined proviso. Lady Bateman was ultimately 
vised by her then solicitor (who had since died) that now she was 
life Kerrison Estates she must be considered as 

an income of £8,000 within the mean- 
proviso. On the 4th of March, 1890, Lady 
Heng <a Ne gar on this advice and being desirous of enabling 
her to obtain terms from the mortgagee, Mr. 
Montagu, executed a deed - poll whereby she expressly admitted 


that her life interest in the Kelmarsh and Shobdon Court estates had 
d: termined under the proviso and released that life interest in favour of 
of and subsequently to the deed-poll, Mr. 

entered into agreements with Lord Bateman whereby the rate of 

om the £110,000 loan was reduced, and payment was arranged for 


on terms favourable to Lord Bateman. Subsequently, however, Lady 
Bateman discovered, as she alleged, that her income from the’ Kerrison 
estates did not amount to £8,000 a year, inasmuch as she took subject to 
numerous prior encumbrances, co that the deed of 1890 was executed 


interest secured to her by the deed of 1867. Accordingly, she brought 
this action against the executor of the mortgagee, Mr. Montagu, who had 
died, the persons to whom Lord Bateman had conveyed his life estate in 
the Kelmarsh and Shobdon estates subject to the mortgage, and Lord 
Bateman himself, claiming a declaration that she, the plaintiff, had not at 
any time since the execution of the deed of 1867 succeeded to an income in 
her own right of £8,000 or more per annum for her separate use within 
the meaning of the proviso; and also a declaration that the admission by 
the plaintiff in the deed-poll of 1890 was not binding upon her in respect 
of the income to which, under the deed of 1867, she became entitled for 
her separate use without power of anticipation, and that, notwithstanding 
the deed-poll, she had always been and still was entitled to that income, 
Kekewich, J., held that, by reason of the restraint on anticipation, Lady 
Bat: man could not bind her interest by the admission, and that her right 
to receive the income continued notwithstanding the deed-poll. The 
defendant Faber appealed. 

Tue Cover (Linpiey, M.R., and Currry and Vavenan Wiu1aMs, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linvigy, M.R.—The case is new and important to lawyers as well as 
socially ; but the conclusion at which I have arrived is that it is impossible 
to reverse the decision of Kekewich, J., unless we are prepared to make 
law a proposition which I do not believe is law. If we reverse the decision 
we must say that it is possible for a married woman to yet rid of a 
restraint upon anticipation by telling an untruth, on which another 
person has acted. I agree that it is a question of fact; but what is the 
evidence before the court? We have a deed in which the plaintiff states 
that she has succeeded to an income in her own right of more than £8,000 
a year. The first question is whether that deed is admissible in evidence, 
I think it is, and that it is an admission that she did so succeed. Then 
she rays: ‘‘ I made a mistake, and claim relief on the ground of mistake.” 
The answer is: ‘‘ You are not entitled to take advantage of that circum- 
stance because Mr. Montagu has changed his position in reliance on your 
statement, and therefore you are estopped from denying its truth.” As 
regards anyone except a married woman restrained from anticipation, that 
would be a good answer ; but if that be so as regards her, you enable her 
by telling an untruth to deprive herself of the protection which the court 
desires to afford her. In my opinion that cannot be done. The authori- 
ties shew that a married woman cannot, even by her own fraud, deprive 
herself of this protection. The policy of the law I say nothing about, but 
it has been sanctioned by Parliament in the Married Women’s Property 
Act. The result is that a married woman can play fast and loose to an 
extent to which no other person can.—CovunseL, Sir EB. Clarke, Q.0., Ren« 
shaw, Q.C., and Brabant ; Warrington, QC., and Beaumont. Soxtcrrors; 
Greenfield §& Cracknall ; Munne & Longden. 

[Reported by J. I. Srimtixe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HUGHES. BRANDON v. HUGHES. Kekewich. J. 18th Nov. 


Marrirep Woman—Prorection Oxuper— Contrracr—‘‘ Fue Sorr’’— 
Drvorce AND Marrrmontat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 
21 anv 26. 


The facts of this case were as follows: In February, 1880, Mrs. Walker 
obtained a | ge vena order against her husbind under section 21 of the 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857. This order was never dis- 
charged. By an indenture dated the 6th of March, 1880, Mrs. Walker 
covenanted to pay Mr. J. C. Stogdon on a certain date the sum of £450 
and any other sums due from her on the footing of the security therein 
contained. The money was not paid. Mrs. Walker died on the 24th of 
March, 1896, having by her will exercised a general power of appointment 
over certain funds. The funds so appointed constituted all Mrs. Walker’s 
property at her death. This was_a summoas-byStogdon’s assignee, in an 
action for the administration-of Mrs. Walker’s estate, asking that h 
claim to prove as a creditor for the moneys due under the indenture of 
the 6th of March, 1880, might be allowed. 

Kexewicu, J., in giving judgment, said: It seems to me that I 
cannot reject this claim without saying that the Act of 1857 does not 
mean what it says. Section 21 of the Act says that if any such order 
for protection as is contemplated by that section be made, ‘‘ the wife shall 
during the continuance thereof be and be deemed to have been, during 
such desertion of her, in the.like position in all respecte, with regard to 
property aud contracts, and suing and being sued, as she would be under | 
this Act if she obtained a decree of judicial separation’’ ; and section 26 | 
says that, ‘‘ in ev ofa wife shall, whilst so 
separated, be ered as a feme sole for the purposes of contract, and 
wrongs and injuries, and suing and being sued in any civil pr Nee 
It has been argued in opposition to this claim that we are now 
with the property of the wife and not with her contract, and the case 
Hill v. (41 W. R, 500; 1893, 2Q. B. 85) was relied on in support 
of that ment. That case, however, decided that a married woman 
who has o i order is still a married woman, and that a 
restraint upon anticipation still remains attached to property which waa 
hers before the order. It was a case under section 25 of the Act, and does 
not deal with the question now before me, for I am dealing with a question 





of contract and not with a question of property. Sections 21 and 26 read 
together say thet 0 mazried woman shall be 


under a wrong state of facts, and was therefore inoperative to affect the q 


considered as a feme sole fog a 
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the purposes of contract, and therefore I think she can enter into a 
contract freed from those restrictions which are —- upon married 
women for their own protection. Mrs. Walker enter into such a 
contract with Mr. Stogdon. The case of Re Ann (1894, 1 Ch. 549), 





and does not apply. Relying, therefore, simply upon the 2lst and 26th 
sections of the Act, I decide that Mr. Stogdon’s assignee can prove for 
his debt.—Covunsst, Warrington, Q.C., and Dauney ; Tanner. Sowtcrrors, 
J. C. Steqgdon; G.S. & H. Brandon. 


{Reported by R. J. A. Monnisoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SMYTH, LEACH vy. LEACH. Romer, J. 27th Nov. 


IntaAND Revenur—Prozate Dury—Procerps or PLANTATION IN JAMAICA 
Enouisnh Testatrorn—Lianitiry to Prosate Dury or tHe Estate or 
Encuiisu LEcarTer. 


‘, ‘This was a petition for the distribution of funds subject to the trusts of 
the will dated May, 1837, of Francis G. Smyth, who in June, 1839. 
A question arose as to the payment of probate duty in respect of a share 
bequeathed to an English legatee of the proceeds of sale of a West Indian 
plantation which was devised, after the expiration or failure of certain 
prior interests, in trust for sale and division of the proceeds. The legatee 
died before the expiration of prior interests for life, and the question was 
whether his share ought to be regarded as an English or a foreign 
asset. 
Romer, J.—The question as to probate duty which arises in this case 
~y be shortly stated as follows: A testator, who at the dates of his will 
and death was living and domiciled in England, made an English will 
whereby, in effect, he devised and bequeathed a plantation in Jamaica to 
trustees upon trusts for the benefit of certain persons for life and their 
issue, and upon the deaths of those persons and failure of issue upon trust 
to sell the plantation and divide the proceeds am eeveral persons 
therein named. The trustees were at the.above dates domiciled in the 
United Kingdom, and one of them after the testator’s death proved the 
will in England and acted as trustee, and as trustee in this country held 
the plantation upon the trusts of the will. The trust for eale ultimately 
took effect, and the proceeds of sale of the plantation became divisible 
amongst the several persons named in that in the will or their legal 
— representatives. One of those persons (I will call him the 
egatee), who was at the time of his death living and domiciled in 
England, died while the persons entitled for life were in existence, and the 
question is whether probate duty is not payable here on his death in 
respect of his interest under the will. Now that interest was admitted] 
of the nature of personalty, and the question, therefore, narrows i 
down to this—Is the interest to be considered an English asset or to be 
treated as foreign because the plantation was situate inJamaica? In my 
_—- it is to be regarded as an English asset. Thecase is governed by 
e principles which led to the decision of the Attorney-General v. Lord 
Sudeley (44 W. R. 340; 1896, 1 Q. B. 354), and the judgment of Lopes 
L J., as reported in the L. R., 1896, 1 Q. B., at p. 363, applies almost word 
for word to the case before me, and that judgment was approved of and 
adopted by the Lords in the House of Lords when it came for considera- 
tion before them on a : Sub. nom., Sudeley, Lord, v. Attorney-General 
(45 W. R. 305; 1897, A. 0.11). At the time of his death the only right 
the legatee had in the case before me was to have the trusts of the will 
duly performed, and in particular to have the trust for sale carried into 
effect at the due time, and the net proceeds of the sale, after paying costs 
and the expenses of the trustee, divided between the legatee and the 
other persons entitled. As matters stood he was not entitled to the planta- 
tion iteelf cr to any ific part or share of it. The trustee was not a 
trustee of the plantation or of any specific part or share of it for him ; all 
, he was entitled to was his proportion of the net proceeds of the planta- 
tion after realization. He had no claim against the plantation to recover 
itor any portion of it; that was a claim enforceable only by the trustee. 
The right of the legatee as against the trustee was only to have the trusts 
of the will administered. Administered where? The testator was domi- 
ciled in England, his will was proved in England, his trustee was in 
England, and the money recoverable would in the ordinary and proper 
course be brought to England. The trustee could be properly and in the 
ordinary course sued in the English court by the legatee, who was in 
England. The asset was an English equitable chose in action, recoverable 
in gland, and an English and not a foreign asset, and as such subject 
toprobate duty here. It was suggested as against the Crown that bly 
under come circumstances an action might have been brought by the 
: legatee to enforce his rights in Jamaica. I am bound to say that at 
: sent I do not see what action could have been properly brought there. 
: t even admitting that, under some conceivable mstances or change 
of circumstances, some action might have been brought there, the question 
, is not in what place under extraordinary circumstances an action might be 
brought, but what place under existing circumstances was the natural and 
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\| proper place in which the legatee should enforce his rights? In other 
| Words, what was the proper forum for deciding upon the le *s claim ? 
}] and the answer to this clearly is that the forum was English. And in 

reference to this view I may refer to the case of Re Cigala's Trusts (26 


W. R. 257, 7 Ch. D. 351) and the observations of Jessel, M.R., in that 
case. I therefore decide that the probate duty is payable.—Covunsz, 
Neville, QO., and R. J. Parker ; Vaughan Hawkins. Soxscrrors, Norris, 
Allens, § Chapman ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law.] 
LOVETT ». LOVETT, Romer, J. 24th and 25th Nov. 
Voruntary Szsrriement—OConsTrucTrion—Esrorra.. 






which was referred to in argument, is a case upon a different statute | J 


her parents’ marriage 
Be Bhe had execu 
jage. She the age of sixteen on "4 : 
anuary, 1892. The volun settlement was dated the 27th of July, 
1892. As toes date Deo aes had no ary in possession, but she 
had a vested interest to be divested the exercise of her mother’s 
power of appointment and subject to her mother’s life interest in certain 
property comprised in her ts’ settlement dated the 15th of 
ay 1874; and she was also entitled, under the will of her father, to 
pesgetty tn Sve dn sovennen eeareaeee on the death of her mother. 
The action was with to former—the settlement property. 
The voluntary settlement uestion contained recitals to the effect that 
the plaintiff, therein ref to as the settlor, was entitled to certain 
ry ep heer bape mange fins settlement, no mention was made 
of the overriding power of sapere’ pemenet by her mother, and the 
settlor assigned and conveyed to the all her reversionary 
ia the property subject to the said settlement and under the father’s will. 
ve reference to the pal 


In one operati 
a which adel nom ger wom Ges 
e parents’ e emen nor 
pod aor 1897, the plaintiff's mother exercised her power of appointment 
by a deed-poll, whereby she ——— all the Loa pd 
marriage settlement of 1874 to the plaintiff absolu ject to her own 
life interest, and on this it was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that 
she was entitled to the property in reversion absolu free from the 
trusts of the voluntary settlement, on the und that 
riding title by the exercise of the power of appointment in 
t this it was contended that she was estopped from 
ot title to that which the voluntary settlement 
having, and which she had thereby settled the " 
rreey was made to the cases of Heath v. Crealock (23 
0 Ch. 22) and Sweet 





to ths life interest of her mother, 
uD 





yOu * roe 
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le v. Horlock (27 W. R. 865, 11 Ch. D. 745). 
Romer, J., eaid he come to the conclusion that the plaintiff 
entitled to the relief she prayed for. The cases bad established that 
a person assigned his interest in property, either real or 
he was 


he Feason boing that the : 
Was distinct from what he had in default of such exercise. In the cass 
before him the deed of settlement was by an infant. Primd facie it would 
only pass the interest that she then had and not what she might after- 

were consistent with this, 


wards uire. The words of the settlement 
and, trea’ the matter as a question of construction, his lordship did not 
think that he ought to construe the deed as intended to pass what the 


plaintiff might in the future possibly acquire. In the settlement there was 
no reference to the power of appointment, and there was no covenant or 
any words to bind the mother not to exercise the power of tment. 
The main contention of the trustees was based on the recitals in the deed 
as to the plaintiff's title, but, on looking at these recitals, it would be seen 
that so far as they went they were accurate, inasmuch as matters then stood, 
the plaintiff, the settlor, was entitled to the subject to the mother’s 
life interest, although the recital was incom , inasmuch as it did not 
state that her interest was liable to be defeated by the exercise of the power 
by the mother. But giving the recitals a reasonable construction, and 
making them if possible accord with facts, they should be treated as 
statement of what the settlor’s interest then was, and, in his l 
— the settlement was only intended to pass such interest as 

en had, not what she ht afterwards acquire. It was not a case 
estoppel. The doctrine of equitable estoppel could not be y apr 
favour of a volunteer, nor was there any raised by words 
used to convey the property ; it was an innocent conveyance; nor on the 
ground of misrep tation, as the recitals, so far as they 
were accurate, and on these — his lordship declared that the 

laintiff was entitled to have property free from the settlement.— 

unset, Neville, Q.0., and Leigh Clare; Levett, Q.C., and Dickinson 
J. Ashton Cross. Sourcrrons, Cridland $ Nell; Janson, Cobb, & Pearson 
Godfrey $ Robertson. 

(Reported by Rarzon B. Purtirorrs, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

Re AM ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL 
AND THE CITY OF LONDON BREWERY CO. Div. Court. llth and 
26th Nov. 

Lonpox Counc, Counc. —New Staest—Iurrovement Onanors—VAiva- 
Tiox—Trep Licensep Paemisxrs—Evipence or Takrxas AND PAYMENTS 
—Vatve or tae Tyrxq Covananr—‘“‘Taape Inrenest” — Loxpox 
Country Counc, (Towser Brinor Sovrmexn Arrroacn) Acr, 1895 
(58 & 59 Vier. c. cxxx.). 

In this case, stated to be the first on what is commonly known 
betterment question, there was an award by the 

Beard to make an 








Action. In this action the plaintiff asked for a declaration that, subject ° 
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the ed new street is styled ‘‘the improvement area,’’ and it is pro- 
vided that the lands included. in such area are liable to have an improve- 
ment charge placed upon them in respeet of ‘‘ any substantial and per- 
manent increase in value which it is clearly shewn has been derived from 
the improvement.”’ For arriving at the improvement charge a valuation 
is to be made of the property before the improvement is made. This is 
called the ‘‘initial valuation.”” The valuer is to separately value the 
interest of the owner of the site and buildings, and the interest of an 
lessee thereof for twenty-one years unexpired, excluding from each suc 
valuation any ‘‘ trade interest.” After the improvement is completed an 
assessment is to be made by the London County Council of the amount 
which the council alleges is the enhanced market value derived by the 
property from its improvement. Subject to the right of the parties inter- 
ested to object to assessment, aud have the same decided by arbitra- 
tion, (a) the property is to have a charge equal to 3 per cent. per annum 
on the enhanced market value, or (6) the owner may require the county 
council to purchase the og ve at the amount of the initial valuation. 
In the present case the brewery company are the freeholders of @ 
public-house called the ‘‘Old Rose.’’ This is situated within the above- 
mentioned ‘‘ improvement area,”’ and is subject to a lease, of which less 
than twenty-one years was unexpired, granted by the company to one 
W. Clements, which lease reserves, besides an annual rental, the right to 
exclusive supply of the malt liquors consumed in the house. When the 
arbitrator was making the “initial valuation,’ the question arose as to 
the meaning of the words ‘‘ excluding from each such valuation any trade 
interest ’’ in section 36 of the Act, and whether therefore the value of the 
covenant ig the licensed premises was to be taken into account. The 
questions for the opinion of the court were: (1) Whether, according to 
the true construction of the said Act, evidence of the takings and pay- 
ments of the public-houses, 42 and 44, Tanner-street, was admissible ; 
(2) Whether (the ‘‘ Old Rose,’’ being let on a lease whereof nineteen years 
are unexpired at a rental of £100 per annum, subject to the ordinary 
covenant tying the purchase of malt liquors to the lessors) in arriving at 
the value to the lessor’s interest, the value of such covenant is to be 
excluded. The arbitrator then stated alternative findings of the figures 
according to the result of the judgment of the court. There was, besides 
the case of the ‘‘Old Rose,”’ that of another public-house not a tied 
house. This was dealt with in the judgment in the court. 


Tue Covrt (Wricut and Ksnnepy, JJ.) took time to consider their 


t. 

On the 26th of November the written judgment of the court was | 
delivered by Wricut, J. After stating the facts of the case and referring 
to the sections of the Act bearing upon the case, the learned judge said : 
The questions for decision in the present case arise in relation solely to 
the ‘initial valuation’? of the properties. In the present case of the 
*Old Rose’’ there is not a lease for twenty-one years, but there is a 
shorter lease with the common “tying” covenant. In valuing the site 
apart from the buildings on it the valuer has, with the assent of the 
county council, taken into consideration the fact that the premises are 

ed as a public-house. On that basis he has made alternative 
valuations of the site, dependent on the two questions whether the takings 
and an rma of the public-house and the fact that it is tied are elements 
of value of the site or of the site and buildings. It seems to us 
plain that neither of them can be considered in valuing the site 
apert from any existing buildings “thereon.” In the next part of the 
valuation—namely, that of the site and buildings ‘' as a whole ’’—the 
same two questions arise. As regards the takingsand payments, we think 
that they cannot be treated as elements of value of the land and building 
—i.., a8 in themselves evidence of value—and that evidence of them 
should not be admitted even for the purpore of testing the evidence of 
witnesees. In Dobbs v. Assessment Committee of South Shields (43 W. R. 
532; 1895, 2 Q. B. 133) it wasso held with reference to questions of 

, and we think that the principle of that decision, although tly 
ba on practice, is applicable to the present case. As reg the 
“*tying’’ covenant, we think that the valuation of the site and buildings 
must in effect be the same as if that covenant were considered. The real 
question is, What is the market value of the premises fit for a public-house, 
considered apart from any particular distribution of the interests in it— 
i.e., considered as an unqualified freehold? The property must be valued 
as that of a person who is in all respects a beneficial owner. The fact that 
the house is tied has not increased its value, but only amounts to this— 
that the owner has not parted with that part of its value which consists of 
the power to tie. The value of the premises is practically the same either 
way. The enhancement of the value of the premises which will result 
from the improvement will be the eame, whether the premises are tied or 
not, ae the benefit of it may be differently apportioned between 
lessor lessee; and the “= is intended to be proportioned to the 
total enhancement of value. e third part of the valuation appears to 
be introduced for the purposes of sub-section (9), and although it seems 

Sacie to be required only when there is a lessee for at least 21 years, | 
yet in order to give full effect to sub-section (9) it seems necessary to con- | 
strue the pro for this third part of the valuation as requiring in 
every case a valuation of the owner’s interest. Then it only remains to 
determine whether in the t case the fact that the house is ‘‘ tied’ 
ought to be considered in this third part of the valuation. We think that 
it ought, in the eame manner as in the valuation of the site and buildings, 
though not forthe same reasons. This part of the valuation isa valuation 





i 


not of the site and buildings, but of the owner’s interest in them, and 
anything, med being a trade interest. ought to be considered which affects | 


the quantum of that interest. The effect will be thatif the owner requires 
the council under sub-rection (9) to take his interest, and they do not 

abandon the charge on bis , they will have to pay him the value ' 
of his actual interest in the premiees, and the charge 


continue and be 
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cepetinne between the council and the lessees, just as if the council had 
always been the owner and as if the existing leases had been held from 
them. In the case of the ‘‘ Raven” and “‘ Sun ”’ similar questions arise with 
this exception—that the premises are under lease for an unexpired term 
exceeding 21 years without any “‘tying’’ covenant. If the owner getsa 
rent different from the rent which he could get if the house were tied, 
and if that difference fairly represents the value to the lessee of his free- 
dom from such a covenant, then the existence or non-existence of such a 
covenant would seem to be immaterial, otherwise the value of the interest 
of the one or the other party would be increased or diminished as the case 
may be. The valuation will therefore stand as a valuation according to 
the last tables in each case.—Covnset, Bosanguet, QC., and Cababé ; 
Hon. A. Lyttelton. Sottcrrors, Western ¢ Sons; W. Blaxland. 


[Reported by E. G. Srizu.wettr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ge 
REG. v. WILLIAM JONES. C.C.R. 27th Nov. : 


Crmunat Law—Fatss Pretrences—Ontarnineo Foop at A RaestavRant— 
Oxsrarntnc Crepit—Conpvuct Amountine To Fase PRrerence. 


Case stated by the Recorder of Worcester. The prisoner was indicted 
at the Michaelmas quarter sessions for having falsely pretended to one 
Julia Crump that he was then able to pay her for a plate of cold meat and 
a pint of sherry, which he then ordered, and that he then had and 
possessed sufficient money to pay for them, by means of which false pre- 
tence he did then unlawfully obtain from Julia Crump certain victuals, 
whereas in truth and in fact he did not then have or possess sufficient 
money to pay. There was also a count for obtaining credit by fraud. It 
was proved that the prisoner came to a restaurant kept by Julia Crump’s 
husband and asked what they had ready, and on being informed that they 
had some cold lamb, said he would have that and half-a-pint of sherry. 
He then went to the dining-room and was supplied with and consumed 
the victuals in question. He asked for his bill, which was given to him, 
and amounted to four shillings. He then said he had no money except 
one halfpenny, but was expecting some goods soon. He was then given 
into custody, and on his being searched one halfpenny only was found on 
him. Mrs. Crump stated that generally customers paid immediately 
after they had finished their meal, and that she would not have supplied 
the prisoner with the wine and food if she had known he was not able to 
pay for it, though customers who were known were sometimes allowed to 
pay afterwards. In cross-examination she stated that the prisoner was 
shabbily dressed and that she served him the same as any other customer, 
and made no inquiries about him, as she sometimes did. She also stated 
that if an intending customer looked as if he were unable to pay she 
would make some inquiries about him before supplying food. The 
recorder directed the jury that before they could convict the prisoner 
they must be satisfied (1) that he intended to represent that he was of 
present ability to pay ; (2) that he was aware of his want of ability to pay ; 
3) that the food was supplicd in consequence of the false pretence; (4) 
and that there was an intention to defraud. The jury found the prisoner 
guilty on both counts, and he was sentenced On the argument of the 
case, on the 13th of November, it was contended on behalf of the prisoner 
that his conduct merely amounted to a promise to pay, and was not 
sufficient to support an indictment for obtaining the food by false pre- 
tences, and as to the second count, that credit was not in fact obtained. 
Rex. v. Goodhall (R. & R. 461), Reg. v. Burrows (11 Cox C.C, 258), Rez. v. 
Barnard (7 C. & P. 784), Reg. v. Cooper (2 Q. B. D. 510), Reg. v. Peters (16 
Q. B. D. 636), Reg. v. Gordon (23 Q. B. D. 354), Reg. v. Hazelton (L. B. 2 
C. C. R. 134), Reg. v. Slowly (12 Cox C. C. 269), and othér cases were 
cited. 

The judgment of the Courr (Lord Rvussett or Kutowen, O.J., and 
Waricut, Kennepy, Darina, and Cuanngi, JJ.) was delivered by 

Lord Russet or Kittowen, C.J., who said the question was whether 
the conviction could be supported in respect of one or both couuts, the 
jury having convicted the prisoner on both, and a concurrent sentence 
having been inflicted. The question, in other words, amounted to this— 
Was there any evidence on which the jury ought to have been askad to 
convict? What the prisoner did was to go into the restaurant and order 
food and eat it and not pay. No question was asked him as to his ability 
to pay. No statement was made by him as to whether he had means or 
not. Could that be regarded as justifying the jury in finding that he had 
obtained these goods by false pretences? ‘The court thought not. At the 
same time they did not mean to cast the least doubt on the cases deciding 
that conduct without words could amount to a falee pretence, as in the 
case where a man at Oxford put on a cap and gown in order to makes 
pretence that he was a member of the university. In this case, however, 
the prisoner had only ordered and consumed this lunch, and had done 
nothing else. It was not proper to leave such a case as that to the Sent 
ona charge of false pretences, as there was no evidence on which they 
convict the prisoner in such circumstances of false pretences. By section 
88 of 24 & 25 Vict. c 96, it was provided that on a charge of obta' 

by false pretences, if it were proved that the goods were ob 
such a manner as to amount at law to larceny, the person charged 
could still be found guilty of the misdemeanour. In this case, however, the 
prisoner could not be convicted under that section, as he had not com- 
mitted larceny. For it was perfectly clear that the prosecutor had volun- 
tarily parted with the property in and possession of the food, a fact 
a the offence from being larceny, as larceny consisted in 
the ng awa ——_ againet the will of the owner. The court were 

therefore of opinion that the verdict of the jury on the first count 
not be sup) . The second count was framed under a different statate 
—namely, cection 13 of the Debtors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62), which 


— that a person should be og of a misdemeanour end liable to 
prisonment for one year ‘‘if in incurripg any debt or liability he has 
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obtained credit under false pretences, or by means of any other fraud.’’ 
There was therefore three elements in this gee Be the incurring 
a debt or liability ; second, obtaining credit; and , fraud. The 
conjunction of these three was essential to the offence. The prisoner in 
this case had obviously incurred a debt or liability. Had he obtained 
credit? In the opinion of the court he did. The prosecutor might have 
said that he would not farnish the goods unless the money was first paid 
over, but he did not say so. He relied on the ability of the prisoner to 
pay, and gave credit. In the opinion of the court the length of the period 
of credit was not material; at any rate, the prosecutor parted absolutely 
with the goods without prepayment. Was there, then, fraud? The jury 
had found that there was, and thera was ample evidence to justify them 
in so finding. The man went into the eating-house, in which the 
ordinary custom was that people should pay immediately on the consump- 
tion of the food. He must be taken to have known this custom, and that 
it would be observed with regard to him. The jury found that he had no 
intention of paying. The conviction therefore on the second count and 
the eentence following thereon must be affirmed.—Counsgt, R. Harington ; 
J. B. Matthews. Sourcrrors, John Stallard, Worcester; Arrowsmith, 
Maund, § Coombs, Worcester. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


fL REG. ». LYNCH. C. C.R. 27th Nov. 


A 
Cammat Law—Intimipation—Sezaman—Actuat EmpiLoyment on Boarp 


Surp—Consrrracy AND Protection oF Propgrty Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. 
c. 86), ss. 7, 16. 


Case stated by Ridley, J. The prisoners were indicted at the Gla- 
morgan July assizes under section 7 of the Conspiracy and Protection of 
Property Act, 1875, for having, with a view to compel one William Eton 
to abstain from doing an act which he had a legal right to do—viz., from 

rforming a contract to serve as a seaman on board a certain ship— 
Fitimidated him, and watched and beset the place where he was, and 
followed him with others in a disorderly manner. It was proved that 
Eton had signed articles on board a steamship lying in Penarth Dock, and 
that when he came ashore the prisoners and a number of other persons 
surrounded him and intimidated and assaulted him, following him for 
about three hundred yards. The prisoners followed the sea as a calling, 
each of them having been engaged as a fireman on board steamships, but 
on the day in question neither of them was engaged or employed as a 
fireman or seaman on board ship; itdid not appear when either of them 
had last been so employed. It was contended on their behalf that they 
could not be convicted because section 16 of the Conspiracy and Protection 
of Property Act, 1875, provides that. ‘‘ nothing in this Act shall apply to 
seamen or to apprentices to the sea service,’’ For the prosecution it was 
contended that the term ‘‘ seaman’ as used in that section applied only 
to persons actually ‘‘employed or engaged on board ship”’ within the 
definition of ‘‘seaman’’ in the Merchaut Shipping Acts, 1854 (17 & 18 
Vict. c. 104), 8. 2, and 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60), s. 742. The learned 
judge directed the jury that the prisoners were not within the exception ; 
they were convicted and sentenced subject to this case, which was heard 
last term before Lord Ruseell of Killowen, C.J., the late Baron Pollock, 
and Hawkins, Lawrance, and Collins, JJ., judgment being reserved. 

{The judgment of the Court was read by 

Lord Russeii or Krttowen, ©.J., who said the question for the court 
was what was the proper construction to be put upon the word ‘‘ seaman ”’ 
in section 16 of the Act of 1875. Ifthere were no reason to the contrary 
“seaman’’ might well be construed in its largest sense as a seafaring 
man. Inconstruing an Act of Parliament, however, it was necessary to 
inquire into the intention of the Legislature and take into account other 
legislation bearing on the question. The question then arose, Why should 
seamen be exempted from the provisions of the Act and not carpenters or 
other workmen? If ‘‘seamen’’ meant seafaring men it would be 
difficult to suggest any reason for so large an exception, whereas if it was 
taken in the limited sense of the definition in the Merchant Shipping Acts 
& reason might be found in the special legislation of those Acts applicable 
to ‘‘ seamen ”’ as therein defined. If, for instance, there were a series of 
clauses similar in principle to those in the Act of 1875 by their lan 
Javan adapted to the case of sailors in actual employment the dis- 

ction would be obvious and the argument in favour of the prosecution 
irresistible. But although the provisions of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1854, as to sailors in actual employment were not similar to rn in the 
Act of 1875, the Act of 1854 had provisions which had an important bear- 
ing on the present case. By the interpretation clause (section 2) it was 
enacted that ‘‘seaman shall include every person (except masters, pilots, 
and apprentices duly indentured and registered) employed or engaged in 
any we on board any ship.” By section 243 it was provi that 
for wilful disobedience to lawful command a “seaman should be liable to 
imprisonment. By section 257 every person who apag or attempted 
topersuade any seaman to refuse to join his ship, or to desert, or to 
absent himself from duty should in respect of each such seaman incur a 
ay not exceeding £10. These provisions created a wide distinction 

een a seaman actually employed or engaged under the Merchant 
Shipping Act and a mere seafearing man not so actually employed or 
ed. With reference to the offence dealt with by the iracy 

Act, 1875, the captain of a vessel had ample power to deal with a seaman 
under his command. He might require him as a lawful command under 
section 243 (3) to abstain from intimidating, or if the seaman attempted 
to persuade another to refuse to join or to desert the captain ht 
summon him for the penalty. Under these circumstances the Legielature 
ht well have considered the mischief dealt with by the Conspiracy Act 
= _ already provided against, and have dec to add a cumulative 
y. 


‘make a ch 





prescri' 
It was suggested in argument that a difficulty might arise as to charging order would 


whether a seaman was ‘‘ employed or engaged’? ; and also whether, as the 
Act had the words ‘‘on board any ship,’’ a seaman would be liable if he 
committed the illegal act on shore. Those objections had no real 
foundation, as the employment or engagement must be determined as a 
Sijraved ot cngngudax boat aimee ne ieaiee poleh of 4 
employed or eng on P; ugh at me 
he might have been sent on shore on duties connected with the ship. 
The prisoners here followed the sea “‘as a calling”; it was not shewn 
when they were last employed on board a ship. 1t was consistent with this 
that they had been out of employment for months and had no immediate 
prospect of a future engagement. It would be if such persons 
were excluded from the legislation of 1875 as well as the Merchant Ship- 
ping Acts. On the whole, therefore, it ners that at the date of 
passing of the Act of 1875 the iature already defined in a statute 
what is meant by seamen—that the explanation of their exclusion from 
the later Act must be sought in the fact that they were already the 
subject of especial enactments giving another ly for some of the 
matters included in the later statute; and that no ground of reason or 
common sense could be found for excluding from the operation of the Act 
in question the whole class of seafaring men not actually engaged in sea 
service. Under the circumstances, the court was of opinion that the view 
taken by the learned judge at the trial was correct, and the conviction 
must be affirmed. Conviction affirmed.—Counsat, J. D. Crawford ; B. F. 
Williams, Q C., and Arthur Lewis. Soxscrrons, Pattinson § Brewer ; David 
$ Evans, Cardiff. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Ditx, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Bankruptcy Cases. if 
Re HUMPHREYS, Ex parte ROBERTS. Wright and Kennedy, JJ. Lith 
and 26th Nov. 


Banxrurtcy—Costs—Cuarcinc Onpgsr—Monagy Recoverep on Preserved 
IN THE ProceEpIncs—JvuRispicTion—Soticrrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. 
c. 127), s. 283—Banxrurtcy Reuss, 1886, xr. 125. 


This was an appeal from his Honour Judge David Lewis, sitting at 
Carnarvon, who had granted the solicitors to the trustee in the bankruptcy 
acharging order for costs on certain money alleged to have been recovered 
or preserved by them in the bankruptcy proceedings. The bankrupt in 
this case had absconded to Australia, and was arrested by the police at 
Adelaide, who found upon him about £800, of which they took possession. 
The trustee instructed the solicitor retained by him, with the consent of 
the committee of inspection, to claim this money. The solicitor wrote to 
the police officials at Adelaide the money on behalf of the 
trustee, and executed a power of attorney to a solicitor in Adelaide to 
receive the money, pers: oo it was immediately paid over by the police. 
A police-constable was subsequently sent out to Adelaide to bring the 
debtor back, ani he on his return was first charged with forgery before 
the magistrates, who refused to commit him for trial, and afterwards 
charged with fraud and committed t> the assizes, where he was acquitted. 
The solicitors claimed a charging order for their costs in 9 > adage 
these proceedings on the £800 recovered from the police at Ade , and 
such order was granted in the county court at Carnarvon. The trustee 
appealed, and the case was argued on the lith of November. 

uz Court took time to consider their judgment, and on the 26th 
of November Waicut, J., delivered the following judgment of the court : 
On the facts in evidence and the findings of the we come to the 
conclusion that the solicitors were employed by the trustee with the 
sanction of the committee of inspection, or mainly for the 
pu of the recovery of the money in question for the benefit of the 
creditors. Therefore, three questions of law are raised, each of them of 
some importance and difficulty. The first is, whether the money can be 
seaneted on having been recovered or 
the bankruptcy proceedings? No j 
ruptcy Court in or towards the recovery or 
ap all that was done was this: The 
solicitors employed by the trustee, made an h ypyre for the money to 
the police authorities in Adelaide, and obtai 
fact this was done by the solicitors as solicitors in the bankruptcy does not 
seem to us sufficient. Suppose that I instruct a solicitor to bring an action 
to recover my horse from a person who has obtained possession 
of it, that the solicitor commences an action against that person, but hearing 
that the horse is in the bande of Chie pam to the third party 
for and receives from him the horse, could it be that the horse wa 
recovered or preserved by or in the action within the meaning of 
statute? On the con the action in such a case 
ineffectual, and may have been improvident. The second q 
| seg var id the money ought — regarded as eg nd or 
the ban rocee dings, eg of Court 
i Y coder under section the Sol 
Prima facie the pi in a bankruptcy appear 
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language of the section a ‘suit or 
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favour of the solicitor, although he must be taken to have accepted his 
retainer with knowledge of the prescribed priority. Although in the view 
which we have taken of the first question it may not be necessary to 
express an opinion on this second point, we do not see how the difficulty 
could be over. The third question again only arises if the viewe 
above are wrong. If the court is entitled to make an order to 
coste will the order extend? On the one side itis said that the order 
will extend to all the solicitor’s costs in the bankruptcy and in prosecu- 
tions directed by the court. On the other side it is said that the order 
ought to be limited to the costs of the actual application for and obtain- 
the money. We do not think thatthe whole of the proceedings in a 
jptcy can for this purpose be regarded as necessarily one. There 
may be separate cases against each of ten or a hundred debtors of the 
. The claims of each of ten or of a hundred creditors may have 
to be disputed in several ways, and in such a case it could hardly be con- 
tended that money recovered from one debtor could be charged with the 
costs of all the cases. On the other hand there may be cases in which all 
the proceedings in the court really are directed to one matter, and in such 
acase the charge, if any, might properly extend to all the costs. In the 
mt case we think that we have not sufficient information to enable us 
decide on which side of the line the case falls, and that, if it were 
necessary to decide this question, the matter ought to go back for further 
inquiry. The appeal will be allowed with costs here and below.—CovnsgL, 
Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Carrington; Robson, Q.C., and 8. J. Evans. 
Soxricrrors, Saffery, Huntley, § Co; Lloyd, George, § George. 
[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 18097. 


The following report of the Law and Parliamentary Committee was 
submitted to, and adopted by, the vestry of the parish of St. Mary Abbotts, 
‘on, on the Ist of December, 1897. 


ng— 

That the attention of the committee has been called to the Land 
Transfer Act Pe mage in the last session, by section 20 of which power is 
given to the Privy Council to select one county in England in which the 
registration of title to land shall be made compulsory, provided the 
council of the county does not object. 

The committee have also had before them a communication from the 
London County Council calling attention to this particular provision of 
the Act, intimating that the council have received formal notice that the 
oa London has been selected in which such compulsory registration 

be enforced, stating that the question of applying the Act to 
London is a very important matter, and that before coming to a decision 
thereon, the council would be glad to have the views of those bodies who 
are specially interested, and accordingly asking the vestry to furnish the 
council with their views on the subject. 

Your committee desire to state that, recognizing the importance of the 
matter and in anticipation that the Privy Council intended to select the 
County of London, they have had the Act under careful consideration for 
some weeks past, and they now submit the following observations 


Since 1862, when the existing land registry office was established, it has 
been open to landowners to voluntarily register their titles. Experience 
has, however, proved conclusively that the registration of titles at that 
office has involved far greater —- and delay than the present system 
of transferring property by deed, and the office has in consequence been 
practically shunned. 

The language of the Act of 1897 is very involved, and the Act has to be 
read in conjunction with the Land Transfer Act, 1875, some of the sections 
of which are repealed or amended. As a result many of the provisions 
are obecure in the extreme, and can be variously interpreted. If, there- 
fore, the com ry provisions of the Act come into operation they will, 
in the of the committee, certainly be a tful source of 


is every reason to fear that compulsory registration of title as 
established by the Act will, if applied to a, add most seriously to 
naga expense, and delay of buying, selling, or mortgaging rO- 
perty. A title is to be registered either as (a) indefeasible, (5) qualified, 
or Pc meng Having regard to the elaborate precautions ote taken 
length of the title that must be shown, an indefeasibie title will 
only be obtainable in the rarest cases. A qualified title will, it is confi- 
anticipated, be worse than useless, as it will suggest a doubt that 
will gravely embarrass a sale or mortgage. A title will convey 
no guarantee of title, and it admittedly cannot be of any value for many 
Wie thas wii have to be investignted ‘aad geld for whenever the property 
ve ves or whenever the pro 
is dealt with dealings in property, particularly where the purchase- 
money is small, will thus be greatly ham ® 
At the present time it is the of the leading London land 
to grant free conveyances to their purchasers. They can do this 
as the conveyances are in their own offices at a minimum of 
and expense. If, however, the transaction has to be effected 
the Land Registry Office the committee believe that expense and 
oe aa which will impede rather than facilitate the free 
Compuleory registration of title in London would, it is submitted, involve 
t of a large staff of officials, and, if once adopted, it is 


whether successful or not, it will ly be ~ e— to 
put an end to the system. If the fees on transfers, &c., realize 
wafficient to pay all the expences of ealaries, pensions, &c., including the 
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fund to be established for pro 
mistake, the fees will have to be 


ected, and the immense value, ay, and importance of the 
interests involved, the county of London is not a suitable county for the 
first trial of the doubtful experiment of compulsory registraticn. 

(6) That the London County Council be informed in reply to their 
inquiry that the vestry do not approve of registration of title being made 
compulsory in the county of London under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 

(c) That a copy of this report be forwarded to the members of Parlia- 
ment for the metropolitan constituencies, to the Corporation of the City 
of London, and to the other vestries and district bo of the metropolis. 

(Signed) W. F. Crarss, Chairman of the Meeting. 





The General Pu Committee of the London County Council have 
reported as follows with reference to the proposed application to London 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. After set out the letter from the 
Lord President of the Council enclosing the draft order to apply the Act 
to London, they referred to the procedure with which, under the Act, the 
County Council was allowed to deal with the application of the Act to 
London. They continued: ‘‘ With reference to the suggestion that 
compulsory on should be limited at first to a part only of 
the county, it is not clear in what way this limitation can be imposed 
so as to enable subsequent extensions to all parts of the county to 
be made without a further order being necessary. But we it 
reasonable to assume that this can be done, and it appears probable 
that the draft order may be so amended or varied as to specify a differ- 
ent day for the commencement of compulsory registration of title on 
sale of freehold land in four or more divisions of the county. The Lord 
President invites the county council to make su; tions for the considera- 
tion of the Lord Chancellor as the way in which the Act should be brought 
into operation, and as to ements which would be likely to prove 
convenient, and it may be thought desirable that the business should be 
taken up progressively according to divisions of the county, following 
possibly the divisions rec by the Local Government or as to 
county courts. Upon this important matter it is well to remember that 
sub-section 10 of the same clause provides ‘ that any order made under this 
section shall be made with due regard to the utilization (if practicable) of 
any land registry existing in the county.’ The Middlesex Register of 
Deeds is in operation north of the Thames in every county council divi- 
sion except the old City, and although there is, of course, a wide distinc- 
tion between such a register and a register of titles, there is obvious 
economy and advantage in the suggestion. If part only of the county is 
to be dealt with in the first case there is apparent advantage in 
that portion or some part of that portion of the county which is dealt wi 
in the existing register of deeds. We have addreseed a letter to the City 
Corporation and to other bodies, inviting their views upon the matter, and 
we propose to report ae f to the council after the Christmas recess when 
replies have been received.”” The report was, after discussion, adopted. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting ot the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated 
Law Society on Thursday, the 2nd of December—the following being 

resent, viz.: Mr. Charles Burt (chairman), and Messrs. H. O. Nisbet, 
R H. Peacock, R. J. Pead, 8. Smith, J. Vallance, 8. Whitehead, and 
Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—forty-three new members were admitted to 
the Association, and other generai was transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

Nov. 29.—Mr. OC. W. Williams in the chair—Mr. J. R. Yates 
moved : ‘‘ That it is the duty of the Government to render financial 
assistance to the Sugar Industry in the West Indian Colonies.” Mr. 
A. ©. F. Boulton opposed; and the debate was continued by Messrs. 
A. C. Mutter, 8. E. Hubbard, W. F. Symonds, N. Tebbutt, O. H. Kirby, 
W. 8. Sherrington, J. F. C. Bennett, and J. W. Weigall. Mr. Yates 
replied. The motion was carried by five votes. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Sir Watrzr Partimore, Bart., D.C.L., has been appointed to be one 
of the Justices of the High Court. Sir Walter is the only son of the late 
Sir Robert Phillimore, J of the Admiralty Court. He was educated 
at Westminster and Oburch, Oxford, and was elected to an All 
Souls’ Fellowship, and became Vinerian Law Scholar in 1868. He was 
called to the bar in 1868, and is a bencher of his inn. He has alsos 
patent of precedence. 

Lords Justices Henn Coruixs and Wruiams have been sworn in as 
Members of the Privy Council. 

Mr. Avexanvsr D. O. Weppzesvrw, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder 
of Gravesend, in the place of Mr. Morton W. Smith, appointed Recorder 








of Rochester. 


Déc. 4, 1897. 
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Sir ANprew Sconiz, Q.C., has been elected Master of the Library of 
Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year in succession to Lord Davey. 

Mr. Bayuis, Q.C., has been elected Master of the Library of the 
Inner Temple for the ensuing year in succession to Mr. Inderwick, Q.C. 

Mesers. James Frepertck Bvurron, Ropert Puisrorp Harr, and 
Freperick Witson Yeates, of the firm of Burton, Yeates, & Hart, 23, 
Surrey-street, W.O., have been appointed Commissioners to Administer 
Oaths. 

‘Mr. Epwarp J. Trustram, of Messrs. Hale, Trastram, & Co., of 61, 
Cheapside, E C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Trustram is the Returning Officer for Parliamentary Purposes of the 
borough of Deptford and Vestry Clerk of the City Parishes of St. Mary- 
le-Bow and St. Pancras, Soper-lane. 

The following appointments have been made by the Council of Legal 
Educat‘on for the year ending the 10th of January, 1899 : 

Constitutional Law (English and Colonial) and Legal History—Reader, 
A. T. Carter, Esq 

Roman Law, Jurisprudence, and International Law—Reader, J. Paw- 
yey Bate, Evq.; Assistant Reader, 8. H. Lronanp, Esq. 

The Law of Real and Personal Property—Reader, A. UNpERHILL, 
Eeq.; Assistant Reader, J. Anprew Srrauan, Esq. 

Common Law—Reader, Hvcu Fraser, Esq.; Assistant Reader, A. 
Lizwetyn Daviss, Eeq. 

Equity—Reader, L. G. Gorpon Ronstins, Esq.; Assistant Reader, 
Watrer Asusurner, Esq. 

Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal Law—Reader, W. Brake Oncers, 


Esq, Q.0. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. Henry Terrell, Q.C., one of the newly-created Queen’s Counsel, has 
elected to take his seat and practise in Mr. Justice North’s court. 
The treasurer, Mr. Gates, Q.C., and the benchers of the Inner Temple 
on Seseiag eotestenet over 300 members of that inn at a smoking concert 
in their hall. 


It is stated that Sir Frank Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., who has been 
confined to his house through indieposition for some time past, is now 
much better. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Hawkins sat in court at the Bristol Assizes 
on Monday last from 10 o’clock in the morning until 11 o'clock at night, 
which may be considered a tolerably good day’s work for a man of over 
eighty years of age. 


Mr. S. Pope, Q.C., is expected to preside at the dinner to be given by 
the Northern Circuit to Mr. Justice Bigham at the Hétel Métropole on 
Saturday, the 18th of December, in celebration of his recent elevation to 
the bench. The Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice Collins are among 
those who have accepted invitations to be present. 


The Paris ee poe of the Daily News says that the Paris Court of 
Appeal has decided that Mlle. Chauvin could not be admitted to take the 
cath as a member of the Paris bar. It was remarked that her speech was 
clorce and sober. The court paid her back in her own coin. I have seldom 
read a closer judgment. The court does not admit the distinction Mlle. 
Chauvin made between admission to the bar which gives a mercantile 
value to the licentiate’s diploma, and practising at the bar. There is no 
ground for such a distinction. The court has nothing to do with the kind 
of practice or morals of barristers. They are subject to the discipline of 
the Council of the Order, but the court is not a simple office of registration 
charged to give a visa. It has to see whether the candidate for admission 
to the bar is duly qualified to take the oath. Now the law makes the legal 
profersion a male one. The legislator who, early in this century restored 
the order of advocates, entirely took for his model the old organization 
of the order of advocates by the Parliament of Paris. According to the 
ancient rules no woman could be admitted to practise as an advocate. 
Moreover, there is a great affinity between the bar and the bench. Should 
judges from any cause be unable to eit on the bench members of the bar 
can take their place. Itis impossible to hold that in the actual state of 
legislation a woman can sit as a judge. The court is not called upon to 
tay whether it is desirable for women to practise as advocates. That 
concerns the Legislature. 


Ata meeting of the Council of the Bradford Chamber of Commerce, 
held on Wednesday, Mr. Henry Sutcliffe presiding, it was stated that a 
letter relating to the German bankruptcy laws had been forwarded to the 
Foreign Office. The object of this letter was!te draw Lord Salisbury’s 
attention to the provisions of the German bankruptcy law so far as they 
affect the rights of trustees in English bankruptcies in regard to assets of 
the a in Germany. By clause 207 of the German Bankruptcy 
Statute of tomes: | 10, 1877, it is enacted as follows: ‘‘ If a debtor, on 
whoee estate abroad bankruptcy proceedings bave been opened, has assets 
in the country (i.¢., in Germany) compulsory execution is permitted on 
the said inland assets.’’ That is to say, the German law does not - 
nize any title to German assets on the part of a trustee in an English 
bankruptcy. Consequently, any creditor of an English bankru > 
notwithstanding the bankruptcy, a right to seize the debtor's 
assets in ecatisfaction of his debt. he chamber urged that, in the 
interests of English creditors and of the mutual trade of the two countries, 
steps should be taken with a view to obtaining a decree of the German 
Chancellor modifying the German law, thus securing, in a bankruptcy in 


either country, equality of treatment of all creditors. It was stated that 
oe present only a formal acknowledgment of the letter had been 
received. 


At Bristol, on the 29th ult., before Mr. Justice Hawkins, says the 
Times, Roger O’More was bi t up for sentence. On the 27th ult. the 
prisoner pleaded “ guilty ’’ to uttering counterfeit coin. His lordship said 
the prisoner had plead uilty to uttering counterfeit coin by passing a 

ilded shilling as a sove and two gilded sixpences as half-sovereigns. 

t was the prisover’s first fraud of this description, but he had constantly 
been convicted ever since 1879. The judge read out a list of convictions, 
which included five years’ penal servitude for d money with 
menaces, passed on the prisoner at the Gloucester Assizes in 1890. After 
this the judge said he was shocked to find that the prisoner was brought 
up in February, 1896, before the Dursley Petty Sessions on six charges of 
indecent conduct. Whether the prisoner pleaded guilty to these c 
or was convicted by the magistrates after hearing the evidence against 
his lordship said he did not know, but he was convicted. Then followed 
the shocking and unaccountable fact that the prisoner was sentenced to 
three months’ hard labour foreach of these offences, the sentences being 
ordered to be consecutive, so that the prisoner had no less than lier at 


months’ hard labour awarded him by a bench of tes si 
petty sessions. The judge said he never had heard, and he hoped he never 
should hear again, of such a course being taken by tes. In his 


opinion magistrates had no power to pass such a cumu 
he was quite sure that no judge of assize would ever adopt such a course 
as the magistrates had taken in this case. 








WakRNING TO INTENDING Hovsge Purcuasgrs anv Lesszgs.—Before pure 
vhasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary ments thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert M . Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 8.—Messrs. Dovetas Youxe & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Tithe Rent- 
es amounting to £206 per annum, secured upon 2,804 acres in Yorkshire. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Baxter & Co., > and d ouse in 
lease, 63 years, rental value, £30. Solicitor, H. R. Sense, Bee ‘andsworth. House 
in Clapham, lease, 83 years, let at £36 per annum. gay Be hy 
London, 


Freehold House at Ilford, rent, £26. Solicitors, Messrs, Wormiogton 
Co., London. House at © lease, 72] years, rent, £45. House at Croydon, 
lease, 98 years, rent, £29. (See advertisement, November 27, p. 3.) 


Dec. 9.—Messre. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Reversion to £1,128 India 3} 
per cent. Stock and 10 fully-paid shares in the General Steam Navigation Co. 
aged 78. Solicitors, Messrs. White & De Buriatte, London. (See 
last week, p. 2.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 


Mesars. H. E. Fosrzr & Crayrisip’s Fortnightly Sale of Reversions and Life Policies 
on Thursday last was, as usual, well attended, and was noticeable for the extremely high 
1a the life policies and reversions offered. The total of the sale amounted 


Below are some of the prices : 

REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to two one-thirds of about £2,500; life aged 72 . Bold 1,000 
Absolute to two-thirds of £2,757 ‘Two-and-three-quarters per 
Absolute t 4 forty ourtha of £14,716 Metropolitan Three- ” sities 

0 seven a : 
qut-e-kae per cent. Consols; lives aged 67, 75, 72, ase 
To one moiety of about £11,800 ; life aged 64 oe Oe 
To one-eighteenth of about £9,088; lives7landd4l.. ..  .. 240 

LIFE POLICIES : 

For £2,000 ; life 66... eee eee dee pad oe ooo ~~ % 840 
For £1,000 ; life 43... wie me obs on a ou ee 485 
For £5,000 ; life 71... oon = Srihin’, * oes dia ins a ae lp! OZ 
yf OS OS eer ee ee ee a ee ae 
For £5,000; life 71... tee at sion ase owe ow een 800 
For £2,000 ; life 71... vee oes eos ae _ woo oe 
For £2,000 ; life 71... see oo ” 2,250 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moors, on the 2nd inst., sold ten Leasebolds at Rotherhithe for 
£1.805, and a Freehold House and 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Lrurrep mx Caaworry. 

Baxqug Inpvsteietie Foncrerr et Acricoie, Limrrep—Petn for winiing up, presented 
Nov 23, directed to be heard on Dec 8. Henry T. Nicholson, 11, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 7 

Brapixe Porttaxp Cement avp Line Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dee 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Mr. Thomas Henry Casey, 8t. George’s sq, Portsea. Lush & Robioson, Southsea, 
ba for liquidator 

Coopar Geaux Firtixcs Co, Lunrrep—Credit ired, on or before Dec 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the pantionlons of hele” debts or claims, to James 
Rhodes, 109, Colmore row, Birmingham. Shakespeare & Co, Birmingham, solors 

Diamonv Jupiter Contract Corporation, Lesene—Csetiers are required, onor before 
os 81, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Sidney George Cole, 10, Coleman st. Vernon & © Co, Coleman st, solors for the liqui- 





Diamowp Jupiter Syxpicate, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of t eir debts or claims, to Sidney 
George Cole, 10, Coleman st. Vernon & Co, Coleman st, solors for the a“ tor. 
Dramonp Jusinex Syspicare (No 2), Limrrep—Credit or before 
ge 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars irs of their debts or claims, 
A to Sidney George Cole, 10, Coleman st. Vernon & Co, Coleman st, solors for the 


Evpexa Breanixx Wax Co, geet Creditors are magtioal, r before Dec 12, to 
and ad and the particulars their debts. or claims, to John 
King, Bank ebmbrs, Wallgate, Wigan 


Fossese = Kine (Cooreaenre), Caauee- —Creditor are oa on or before Jan 12, to 





Poe hg 4 a0, Old =< addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis 
roa 
— | & Sons, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 7, to send their 


d ad and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frederick 
» Whinney, 8, Old Jewry Tuesday, Jan 18, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudica- 
the debts and claims 
Joux Witmot, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 10 next, to Ta tend 
names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims to Alfred 
Francis Richard Spaull, and John Wilmot, 3, Great James street, Belford ~f 
Crawley, Chancery lane, solors 
Lavy Locu Gotp Mivz, Linrrep (Old Company)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 12, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts orclaims to 
Francis Stobbs, 39, Old Broad st 
Loxpow Joist Stock Acencr, Linrtep — Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debt or claims to Sidney 
Cole, 10, Coleman st. Vernon, Son, & Stephen, Coleman st, solors for 


Matson Gotp Mixixe Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up presented Nov 19, directed to 
be on Dec 8. Wm. Bohm, 23, Old Jewry, solor for petnr. Notice of appearing 
must nat the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 7 

Pesxixs Broraenrs & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Tuesday, Jan 4, 
to send names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims to 

Graham Poppleton and John Edwin Gunn, 26, Corporation-street, je 
Cousins & Co, Cardiff, solors to the liquidators 
Samrrapy Buriat Associatiox, Linrrep—Petn for winding up presented Nov 16, directed 
to be heard on Friday, Dec 3. Riddell & Co, 9, John st, Bedford row, solors for 
Notice of eqqearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon 
West Avstaatian Pastorar ayp Coronization Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 23, directed to be heard Dec 8. Munns & Longden, 8, Old Jewry, solors for 
petners. Notice of ne must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Dec 

West AvusTRALian ease Conroratiox, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan nS to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Al Downes, 29, St. Swithin’s In. Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, 
solors to liquidator 


Wa. Wanp & Soxs, Limitep, ceune—Cneiinos are required, on or before Jan 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and ee tee of their debts or claims, to Philip Bates, 
110, Edmund st, Birmingham. Leeds, solor to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Sarvt Ganon Farrypty Society, Butchers’ Arms and Royal Oak Inn, Llanarmon-yn- 
Yale, Mold, Denbigh. Nov 10 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 30. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep mr Caanceny. 


Apzrcors Rezrs, Lixitep—Petn for winding up presented on Nov 24, directed to be 
heard on Dec8. Wyatt & Co, 5 and 6, Clement’s-inn, solors for petnrs. Notice of 

Pa sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

7 

Caspetarta Waterworks axp Mititxe Co, Limirepo—Petn for winding up presented 
March a Ss to be heard on Wednesday, Dec 8. Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad 
st, solors for petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 7 

Canntnarox Goip Mixixo Co, Lintrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Collinson Rawson, care of Messrs. Shields & Rawson, 51, Old B Courtenay & 
Co, Gracechurch st, solors to the liquidator 

ae Exoisereixe Co, Lintrz0—By an order made by heag ng J, dated Nov 18, it was 

that the voluntary winding ing uP of the company continued. Hextall, 10, 


Trommonger ahcen solor for the —— 
— —: Liurreo—Petn winding up, presented Nov 25, directed to be heard on 
Pumfrey, 14, Paternoster row, solor for er. Notice of appearing 
pany on th the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternogn of Dec 7 
ine Prats Mixes, Limiteo—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 7, = send names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their’ debts and , to Josiah Richards, 11, 
Poultry. & chmbrs, solors to liquidator 
Loxpor Sewixe Mac HINE SyNpDIcaTE, Limitep—Petn for winding up presented Nov 25, 
directed to heard Dec 8 Francis Scott, 72, mbonente 6 Withia, solor for petners. 
=, of ep appueing must reach the sbovetameall tae later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of 
Masxetyse Bririsn Tyvrawnirer, Linitzp—By an order by Lord Justice Va = 
Nov 1, it was that the voluntary — up of the Mask 
ne iter, Limited, be ——_ Vanderpump , 5, Philpot 
agents for Ingledew & Co, Swansea, ors or petars 
Nosrugex Counties Wixe Co, Liurrep (in volun Retietign) Cosine tte 
, on or before Dec : 20, to send their names and ressex ond the pestiouiers of 
debts or claims to Thrale Coulson Martin, 42, Grainger st, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Resmanx Goip Mises, L ngres—2en for winding up presented me 24, di Boe te 
heard Dec 8. Sydney E. Coleman + vom A 4 


7 
Rorpow Barcx axp Titx Co, lan Petn for windi esented Nov 26, directed to 
beheard Dec 8. Plunkett & Leader, @, St. Paul’ x ss 


Preston, 17, solor for the petnrs. 
reach the above-nemed not later than 6 o'clock in the Saeeene be 


yard, solors for the peturs. 





Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the aften. 


noon of Dec 7 
Umrot Gorn Reers Co, Lunrsp—Petn for winding up presented Nov 24, — to be 
heard Dec 8. Wyatt & Co, 5 and 6, Clement’s inn, “gtrand, solors for Notice 


oan must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the pA of 


Warxworrs Sarr Co, Lintirsp (Ix Liguipatios)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thrir debts or claims, 
to Thomas Bowden, 42, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne. Armstrong & Sons, solors 

1897 Jusices Sires Synvicate, Linrreo—By an order made by Wrig' t, J., dated Nov ry 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the syndi be Munns & 
Longden, Old Jewry, solors for petnr 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Nov. 12. 
Berrs, W11114m, New st, Covent gdn, General Draper Dec 18 Be‘ts v Betts, Kekewich, 
Geren, AvausTINE ve Heer, Blandford, Dorset, Builder Dec 13 Todd v Green, Romer, J, 
Lore, Tiows Half Mile lane, Northwood, Commercial Traveller Dec6 Beeson y 
kett, North, J. Lomas, ‘Rickmansworth 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, Nov. 16. 


To.emayx, Jamzs, Goswell rd, Gent Feb 11 Attorney General v Martin, Stirliog, J, 
Pumfrey, Paternoster row 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fativay, Nov. 16. 
Acxyoyp, Josnua, Rochdale Dec18 Ripley, Rochdale 
Appis, Wit.1am, Shepherd’s Bush Dec 24 Laundy & Co, Strand 
—— > gd Lime 37 Heyry, H.M.8. “St George,’’ Portemouth, Chief Petty Officer 


Co, Leadenhall st 


Arrwoop, Marrnew, Castie Donington, Leicester Dec 31 Robotham & Co, Derby 

Bews, Josern, Bradford Dec 31 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bradford 

Benson, paren, Greystoke, Cumberland, Gamekeeper Dec 31 Cant & Fairer, 
Penri 


Beraitu, RF Fever, Hornsey Dec 24 Seagrove & Woods, Chancery lane 
Buiaxe, Epwarp, Hounslow, Commercial Traveller Jan 30 Sedgwick & Co, Watford, 


eine... We St Albans, Herts, Coroner Dec 24 Letts Bros, Bartlett’s bldgs 
Bryay, Matitpa, Northampton Dec 31 Hepworth & Co, South st 

Buckn11t, Sir Joun Cuances, Bournemouth Dec 18 Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 
Buttes, Simon, Crediton, Devon Dec4 Wellington, jun, Crediton 

Cowrgr, Witi1am Eowarp, Sandal, York Dec 31 Senior & Barratt, Wakefield 
Desa The Rev Danie, Welton, Northampton Dec 8 WF & W Willoughb; 


Dexyz, es Juuia, Hythe, Kent Dec24 Frere & Co, Lincoln’sian fields 

Dienis, Bexevicr Joseru, Keyham, Devon Nov30 Earl, Plymouth 

Doveurty, E.ten, Lodsworth, Sussex Dec 20 Brydone & Pitfield, Petworth 

Dorry, Mary, Plymouth Dec 26 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Durrox, Louisa Ans, Peckham Dec16 Charles, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st 

on a Witiiam, New Cross rd, Baker Dec 20 Moon & Co, Linc>ln’s-inns 


Greryna.on, Taomas, Silverdale, Lancaster Dec 1 Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton 

Hawt, Atrrep, Brighton Dec 31 Robinson, Philpot In 

Haruaxp, Mrs Any, York Dec 29 Turner, York 

Hanxeison, Ricuanrp, Penrith, Carter Dec 31 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 

Haycockx, Mancarer, Westbourne Park rd Dec 81 Scott, New Broad st 

—— Peano Tuomas, and Mary Horsman, Clarborough, Notts Nov 30 Bescoby 


‘ord 
Hueues, Witiiam Parpery, Southgate rd Feb16 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 


Ings, eum, on yo Exizasets Ives, Brockenhurst, Hants, Innkeeper Dec 2% 
oore 
Keer, Mrs Axyiz "Evizapern, Wimbledon Decl6 Stanley & Co, Theobald’s rd 


Kwsicut, Epwarp Sackvitie, Rochdale Dec 31 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Kysicut, Henay Joun, Holloway Dec 31 Scott, New Broad et 

Morais, Tuomas, Warrington Jani Browne, Warrington 

Nionort, Louisa, Redhill Dec 20 Ruck, Norfolk st 

Nest, Jessiz eran aay Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne Febi Dransfield & Elsdon: 


Nerwy, Wit.1am, a. womthe upon Tyne Febi1 Dransfield & Elsdon, Newcastle upes 


e 

ial itis Any, 8t Leonards on Sea Dec 22 Chalinder, Hastings 

Boam, Hexny, Darby Dec 31 Robotham & Co, Derby 

Parsons, Ricnarp Eowarps, Birmingham, Law Stationer Dec3i Beale & Co, Bir 


ee York, Land Agent Dec 3i Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Peansox, Tuomas Henny, Bentinck st Dec 31 Miller & Co, Liverpool 

Poyser, Jonaruay, Cheadle, Stafford, Yeoman Dec10 Cull & Brett, Cheadle 

Ramsay, Exizasetn, Islington Jan1é6 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Ra wiinos, Exviza, Croydon Dec 31 Hepburn & Co, Cheapside 

Rosgers, Janz, Lianfechain, Montgomerys Dec 6 Pughe & Jones, Lianfyllia 
Roperrs, Jonx, Llanfechain, Montgomerys, Farmer Dec6 Pughe & Jones, Lianfyili 
Rocus, Col Faaxcis Witt1am Avexanper, Talgarth, Brecon Dec 31 Thomas, Bree 
Spanton, Exiza, Nonington, Kent Dec4 Furley, Canterbury 

Sr Jom, Posene Newer, Yokohama, Japan, Bullion Broker Dec 28 Andrew & Oo, 


ames st ; 
Sreis, Serio, Hatton gdn, Diamond Merchant Dec15 White & d» Buriatte, Holbert - 


Sraickiaxp, Epuuyp, Hastings Dec 22 Chalinder, Hastings 
Tucker, Eowatp Jexxixs, Bristol, Posting Master Jan 1 Abbot & Co, Bristol 








Apr.e 
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Tuas, Mrs Exuxa, Newington Gre Feb 28 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln's 


finn 
Wa.ey, Samust, Wollerton, nr Hodnet,Salop Dec1 Garside, Market Drayton 
Wass, Sauvet, Aston, Birmingham, Nail Manufacturer Jan 4 Rabnett, Birmingham 
Wn Ww 1LL1aM, Ombersley, Worcester, Relieving Officer Dec16 Noreliffe Sp2fforth, 


Witu1aMsox, Janerta Guex, Bayswater Dec8t James & James, Ely pl 
Wootr, Joux Tuomas, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer Dec 27 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Wrxs, The Rt Hon Sir Cuantes Lawwox, Chelsea, GCMG, KCB DBec8l Collyer & Co, 


row 
Youxa, Tomas, jun, Alnwick Dec20 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 
London Gasette.—Turspar, Nov. 23. 
Awraert, Faeperick Heaserr Wowtsstox, Shrewsbury Dec 31 Hunter & Lawford, 
Moorgate st 


Austex, Hewzy Hezexian, Northfleet Jani Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 

Batpwix, Carouixz, Yardley, Worcester Dec 20 Guy Pritchard, Birmingham 

Bawcaort, Perzr, Kingston on Thames Dec 3i Ayrton & Co, Liverpool 

Barzs, Jemma, Blackburn Decl Rennison, Blackburn 

Berry, Many, York Deo2?2? W & K ET Wilkinson, York 

Buaxe, Cuaries, Malden, Surrey Dec31 Mackrell & Co, Cannon st 

Caa.ix, Hexny, Brownhills, Stamford, Grocer Jan 3i Enoch Evans, Walsall 

Ciarxe, Colonel Ricnarp Tazvor, Northampton Dec 21 Burton & Bird, Daventry 

Co.uize, Joszpn, Glossop, Derby Dec 24 Ellison, Glossop 

Dawract, Witu1am, Nayland, Suffolk Dec 31 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 

Dicxim, Toomas, Ashton, Warwick Deo21 Walford, Birmingham 

Doyoauunr, Haraigrt, Sheffield Dec 31 Porrett & Fawoett, Sheffield 

Ex.is, Tuomas, Moseley, Worcester Jan1 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 

Fennis, Isanetia, Chelsea Dec 20 Taylor, Essex st, Strand 

Forsytu, Datia, Sowerby, nr Halifax Deo 24 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Foster, Joux, Bradford, MD, FRCS Dec3i Rhodes, Bradford 

Faost, Eowarp, Cardiff, Railway Agent Dec 22 Yorath & Jones, Cardiff 

Gains, Jounx Suzgzwoop, Sunderland Jan 31 Bell & Sons, Sunderland 

Gannon, Letitia Canotinz Susannan, Aldringham, Suffolk Jan 1 Collyer-Bristow & 
Co, Bedford row 


| 





| @uruns, Ext, Bristol, Coachbuilder Dec 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 


Hatt, Axx, Leeds Jani Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 

Hascam, Bu1is, Ardwick, Manchester, Traveller Dc 14 Slater & Sons, Manchester 
Gawerxs, Fazpeaicx, Montacute, Somerset, Farm Doc 24 Ponr'e, South Petherton 
Hittow, Faxxy, Notting Hill Jan1 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


| Laweton, Josera, Quetta, India Dee 31 Alsop & So, Liverpool 


Leven, Jaues, Thornton Hough, Chester Dec 18 J 'T Cooper, Bolton 

Mian, Monars, Portedown rd Dec24 HS Harris & Co, Coleman st 

Mowreomeny, Miss Awerta Manta Exiza, Winchester Deo.3i FI & J © Warner, Win- 
chester 


Moroay, Witt1am Sranon, Crouch End Dec 24 Bower, Moorgate st 

Mowpay, Geones James, Snaresbrook Dec 81 Moodie & Son, Basinghall avenue 
Nosron, Samuz., Gloucester Dec 24 Grimes, Gloucester 
Oatway, Hewsr Wiiuiam, Fulham Dec 80 Box, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Pavurs, Groncs, Reading, Biscuit Manufacturer Jani R Smith & Sons, Lincolo’sinn 


Rixsen, Jomx, Wimborne Minster, Dorset Dec 6 Luff, Wimborne Minster 
Ruusey, Avsest Canniox, Alverstone, nr Brading,Iof W Dec2t Hyde & Hobbs, 


Genes, Canseuece Manaseps, Dover, Adestenl Jan 12 Sismey & Sismey, Serjeants’ ian, 


aoneeeesees See Soten Jan 1 Stileman & Co, Southampton st, 
Srocxs, Henry, Jan 1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 
Taxon, ALExaxpsr, Manton House, nr Mariborough, Wilts, Racehorse Trainer Jan 20 


Tuomas, Tuomas, St Agnes, Cornwall, Farmer Nov 30 Dobell, Truro 
Weaver, Wituiam, North rd Farm, Southall, Farmer Jan 1 Armitage & Chapple 


st 
Wess, Bainert, Bootle, Lancs Dec1 Wall, Bootle 
West, Caruantne, Maida Vale Decl4 Hillearys, Fenchurch bidgs 
Wars, Jonx Tuomas, Wolverhampton Jani Fowler & Langley, Wolverhampton 
Wioxs, Jou, Tulse Hill Dec 18 Hack & Morris, Pancras lane 
Wnrieizy, Poass, Denton, Lancaster Dec 31 Bostock, Hyde 
Wrxsiart, Manis, Croydon Dec 22 Clarkson & Toovey, Gt Tower st 
Youxe, ae upon Tyne, Merchant Dec 31 Davies & Balkwill, New- 














BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gasetic.—Faipaz, Nov. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Arruatam, Joz, Hunslet Leeds Pet Nov 23 Ord 


Bangers Joun, Heeley, nr Sheffield, Draper Sheffield 
et Nov 17 ‘Ord Nov 22 

ita yo Janz, Dartford, Kent Rochester Pet 
ov24 Ord Nov #4 

Brapviey, Hesray Lows, Gt 7 Flour Factor Gt 
Grimsby Pet Nov 22 Ord N: 

Gewrees wy Sheffield “Sheffield Pet Nov 22 
ur 

Cuarmax, Hearperr, am st, Strand High Court 
Pet Get 13 Ord Nov 


Cuarke, Freperick, Sane Soar, Leicester, 
Merchant Leicester Ord Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Dicxeson, Jonxn Grores, Durham, Cowkeeper Durham 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 23 

Duncan, Jonw Lvs, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester, 
a Manchester Pet Nov 22 Ord 

‘ov 
Epwarps, AnTau  Baneey, Suffolk Gt Yarmouth Pet 
E vos . a Antey Bridge Fy Wareh 
ASTHAM, J AMES, nr 0 use= 

man Bolton Pet Nov 23 Ks 


rd Nov 23 
Exu3, Cuaries, Belgrave Leicester, Boot Manu- 
inctuser’ Lekoester “Bet sor 94 Ood Mow 20 
Gosse, Wiuuiax, Ly ep Nurseryman Portsmouth 


Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 
Lines, Labourer 


Haat, Joun Rosert, + Fen, 
Lancoin Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Hop3kox, Joszen WIvutam, wn Lanes, Carter Bolton 

Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 


Hurst, Jony, Traveller Leeds Pe 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Jerrs, Epwarp, Chester, Farmer Warring- 
ton Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 23 


Jouxs, Fem ay Bobbin Carrier Oldham Pet 
Nov 18 Nov 


Lanes, , Soe, Jon, Ealing, Draper Brentford Pet 


Lava, oy Pzxocr, Somers Town, Potato Salesman 
Pet Oct 21. Ord Nov 24 
Bn Mark, ane, Liverpod, Bread Dealer Liverpool Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 
Nueent, Henry Wauree Jous, Aylburton Lodge, Glos, 
meg Farmer Newport, Mon Pet Nov 24 Ord 


Nov 
Pasace, = Pzrcr, Stow on the Wold, Glos, Car- 
Builder Cheltenham Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 23 
Pzanson, James Heatuey, St Helen’s, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Rosents, Water Hewryr, Hanham, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet Nov 23 Ord Ord Ni 
Gemmnces, Exyuest Ra pineen, 5 Fairford, Glos, Tailor 


8. k7 = oe Dowlais, Glam, Siationer 
AMUBL, OnN WARD, iW: 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Boot Maker Leeds Pet Nov 


Srauuers, Guonos, 
22 Ord Nov 22 
SrockpAL, Gxoaos, Hunslet Carr, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 


24 ov 
Tay D ¥ Machine t De 
Pet Nov 9" Ord Rov aa” Mee En 
TarLorn, Hexay 7 aba and Joux Gtiass, Manchester. 
aa me Agents Manchester Pet Nov 4 Ord | Rerwous, 

‘0 


Sarees, Sas Keven Lianelly Carmarthen Pet 
0 Ord Nov 90.” J = 





24 
Oldham Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
= Clerk Burnley Pet Nov 23 
lov 


Amended nation uabatianted, the Seat pertiehel to the 
London Gazette of Noy. 9 


Oro be Ord Nov 5 - 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 23: 
Hey, Joux Trvxen, Up Baker st High Court Pet Aug il 
Ord Nov 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Berry ow =, Botebars, Bets, Seeumenes Agent 
Cc. Des at Ros Loorts, Court hots, la Stable P 
ATLING, BERT ro- 
Dec 8 at 2.90 Oslo & Bone Bonide rd, Eust- 
Gaagoeen, "25, Joh West Builder Dec3at 8 
pes Joux 5 fame on Medlock, Manchester 
Pipe Man Dee $ at 2.30 Off Ree, Byrom st, 
Eastaam, James, Brid Warehouseman 
Dec 3 at 3.20 16, Ss a rm 
Exmzs, Jos srs, Tooting Juncic, Laboare Dee Sat 11.80 
34, Railway app, 1 ] 
eae, enka ‘althamstow, Financial agent Dec 3 
Evans, Jam 
“tat ia ‘Off Res, 4, Queen 
Fow Ler, > and aTsox Muapay, Sheffield, 
Tailors Decéat3 Off Reo, Figtree in, Sheffield 
Faaxcis, Faeperick, Colchester, Essex, Dee 10 at 
Gax, Groner, Pembroke Dock, Baker Dec 3 at 2.30 
Temperance Hall, ke Dock 
Govt; Sdere &’ fons High oh Barasanple oe 
Gaay, Georon, Cleethorpes, Lincs, Fishmonger Dec 3 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne Great’ Grimsby 
x. yeh ey Innkeeper Dx 4 at 8 
aaa} a 7m, Leben Dec 7 at 
Reo, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
ani, tama pper Baker et Dec8at2.30 Bank- 
Fooquave, Ee i —- - ,agermmmenel Dac 4 at 12 
Hovesos, Josurs ee Wigsas Ugh Laney, Caste Dec 3 at 


Houuxn, Lancs, Farmer DecSat3 Off 











ier Chester, Farmer Dec 3 at 
10 45 Court house, U; Bank st, W: 

it Firemao 3 ati2 

Lavy, Furniture Dealer Dee 3 at 


Dec 8 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Sa se 


areren 
crt Of 
4atll Of ba 





Ropwatt, W: Bedford, Farmer Dec6é 
at 12’ U Buzzard 
a ee IE Dec6at12 Bankruptcy 


Roris, Artaun W: at Geinchooreg. General Denies 
Dee? at 12 Off eo, $1, Silver at i 


no Febery Sat 11 ae 
40, 

ant Jour ass 

wie ee ia 

Sassen 


ane teres Dee 


eek. Butcher Dec 6 at 
oe way Clerk Dec 6 at 2.30 
race ee nt abe Dec 6 at 11 


Warne Cesecun tert Pender Dec 4atil.30 Of 
Ree, 6, Bing, B 





gp = hy ay 


ONS. 
Leeds Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
» ar 3 ivifield, Draper Sheffield 


‘ov 20 ey 
’ ¥ olstanton, Staffs, Earthen = 
oneare Hanley -Pet Oct 25 Ord 
ov 
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Hoporox, Joszrn Wit11aM, Leigh, Lancs, Carter Bolton 
Pet Nov 22 Nov 22 


Boner, Jouy, Leeds Leeds ™ a eee. 

nrrs, Epwarp re. ester, Farmer arring- 
ton Pet Nov Ord Nov 23 

Jouns, a, Oldham povbin Carrier Oldham Pet 
Nov Ord Nov 18 

Laxcz, j-th. Joun, Ealing, Draper Brentford Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 


Wiu1au Percy, Stow on the Wold, Glos, Carriage 
Cheltenham Pet Nov22 Ord Nov 23 
7 James Heatiey, 8t a 8, Lancs, Grocer 
Pet Nov 22 ‘Ord Nov 
sesame Eanest Eowis Horace, Fairford, Glos, Tailor 
Swindon Pet Nov 2% Ord Nov 24 
8 Jou» Epwanrp, Dowlais, Glam, Stationer Merthyr 
og ae! 23 i. Nov 23 
Suzrwis, F ‘ord, Captain Bedford Pet July 
“4 Gel Ne Norte 


a a Pesan, Lashe, Boot Maker Leeds Pet Nov 
‘ov 
—_ y Groncr, Hunslet Carr, Leeds Leeds Pet 
T 4 ions k, Machine Agent Dewsb 
mt AVID, or’ ur 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Xi 22 : 


ov 

Tuomas, Rezs + eae Lianelly Carmarthen Pet Nov 

Tx - “Gy Ro Grangetown, Cardiff, G 
OMA OMAS ACH, Tocer 
Cardiff Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Wee lg Oldham Oldham Pet Nov 22 Ord 


22 
Winvez, Tuomas, B Clerk Burnley Pet Nov 23 
ans “a 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 19: 


Master, Bertiz wea Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet 
July 19 Ord Nov 


Amended notice seams for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 23: 
Brovotp, Agraurn Cuarues, Bristol, Tailor’s Cutter 
Bristol Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 19 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Museqen, Quansae ns, Leicester, Machine Broker Leicester 
Adjud Sept 14, 1896 Annul Noy 23, 1897 
London Gasette.—Turspar, Nov. 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
iT BER 
AsHLEr, pam T eaen, Ses aioe, Carpenter Ports- 


Aragwros, —— » and Jonun Dotmax, Poplar, Builders 


Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 25 
— pane, » Milliner Leicester Pet Sept 20 
me yr fone, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Nov 
Brapsuaw, Watson Perem Wruam, Maidston 
Maidstone Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Brooxes, Wittiam, Llandudno, Butcher’s Manager Bun- 
gor Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 2% 
Brown, Gonos Wittiam a Boot Dealer Roch- 
dale Nov10 0; 
Burs, Gusees, Watford, Gasfitter St Albans Pet Nov 24 
lov 24 
Cross, James Aubert, Sou Butch Portsmouth 
os Pet Nov “ Ord Nov 24 pe: a rr 
assETT, WittiaAm Groner, Forest Ora Nor Kent, Shippin, 
Clerk Greenwich Pet Nov 26 . ine 
Dome, ta James Nicnoias, Rhymney, Mon Pet 
‘ov 25 


Nov 26 
wistle, Lancs, Farmer Black- 


Daiver, James, jun, Oswaldtwistle. 
Ep er > Fors, ra Now = \bourer bury 
WARDS, JAM lop, Lal Shre 
ane NS cy, * 
moz WILLIAM, Yorks, Accountant 
Om... _ Pet Nov 2 ad Ord my 
HAM, THONY, n, ith Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov 24 ond on 4 ae 
Soumun, Joux Ciarx, Gt Tower st, Spice Merchant High 
Court Nov 26 Nov 26 
a, 4 foam H, Victoria st High Court Pet Aug 


Hexpzrsonx, Joszru, Newark, Notts, Outfitter N’ tting- 
ham Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 vacate Si 
Jammy | Stepney, Whitesmith High Court Pet 

Nov 27 
Jost, — FE rages * nr Littlehampton Brighton 
Clone Ween de, lof W, Saddler New- 
Pet Nov 26 Ord N ov 


jov 
vasen, Wel palnll, Potato Merchant Walsall 
Bos, Faux, Norwich, Cabinet Maker Norwich Pet Nov 
Heaseat, Ripon Northallerton Pet Nov 25 


Ord Nov 25 


, Tuomas Ji 
4 Ged ne sph Decchester Dorehester Pet Nov 


Salford Salford Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Srewast, Ceagens Maent, Victoria st High Court Pet 


Augé4 Ord 
Boarding hopse 


Tarts, ey oe orks, Market Gardener Wake- 
field Pet Nov 25 Ona Nov 25 
Trovanror, *Wauan, U Ulverston, Builder Ulverston Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Uawice, Wittiam Epwarp, tation, Auctioneer Leo- 
minster Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
MEETIN 


Gs. 
jae and Joux Doman, Poplar, Builders 
7 


Bankruptcy bl 

me lion, bldes, Brighton 7 at 12 OF 
Brapuey, Hawa Lows, Great Odean dt ak 

Dec7 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne eG einai 
Brooks, yusen | Isaac, ‘Walsall, 9at 
Butt, Gronae, Watford, Gas Pi Fitter Dec9at3 Off Rec, 

95, Tem: 
Carr, Hewry {—- and toll Carr, 

= Butter Im; Dec 7 Tatil” Off Rec, Trinity 

‘couse 


CHAMBERS, eeer Hewny Taomas, Bristol, Baker Dec 8 
at 1145 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
. Strand Dec 9 at 12 


Cuarpman, Hersert, Arundel, 
Bankruptcy bi Carey st 
Barldg , Coal Merchant Dec 7 at12 
CoTTRELL, JoxaTHax, Bradl ey Green, Stafford, Grocer 
> ee Om! Hoo, 98° Kine Bawend or e8- 
a, Wass Lanpvae, Liscard, Chester, Solicitor 
Dee 8 Off oo Vict” Liverpool 
Sesmvenme .t | hn Shaw, Lancs, Coal Mer- 
chant Dec 8 at 3 eg chmbrs, Queen st, 


Oldham 
Epwarps, — Seva nr Shrewsbury, Labourer 
=? 11.30 Pw 8t John’s hill, Shrews- 


Et: Lom - Boot Manufacturer Dec 7 at 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Fane, Faepericx Taou ham, Builder Dec 
8 row, 
Fe.ton, Coanvzs, Ti '» Stall Blacksmith Dec 7 
Ponte et See 
—— Grorae, at 3 


Fousren, sous — Great — Spice Merchant 


Crarke, Faeperiox, 
Off 


Bankruptcy bldgs, budge Garey 

a s pa yer Carpenter Dec 8 at 

eum Wiuiam, Portamouth, Nurseryman Dec 7 at 3 
of bridge Junction, High st, Portamouth 

on AnxrE Exizasetu, Oxford = Grocer Dec 9 at 

1.30 County Court bldgs, Chel! 

amen Fraysois Wittiam Goopman, Walsall, Saddle 
Manufacturer Dec9 at 10.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

ACh nent Castio ns Pathe | Nottingham Dec 7 at il 

Haznisox, ALFRED "Victoria st Dec 7 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bi Carey st 

ae yh 4 -Y* Jou, my on the Water, Glos, 

10 w, Birmingham 
Haworrs, Wiuuux, Sesuler, "Piatelayer Dec 9 at 2.45 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Haywankp, (s0RG8, Tunbridge pty er Dec 8 at 
12.30 CJ Parris, st, Tunbridge Wells 

Hewry, Auraep, and Atsgsrt Epwagsp Gassorr, Heaton 

Dec8at3 Off Rec, 
aa. 4 4, Woolwich Lieutenant Dec 7 at 11.30 2, 
app, 

JAMES, Tnoxas, St Ann’s rd, Stamford __. Whitesmith 
Dec 8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy ptey Dldgs, Carey 

esr, Jou, Wednesbury, Staffs, Butcher oe 9 at 11.30 

Lance, Anruur Jouy _— — Dec 8 at 3 Off 
Rec, 95, ‘empile av 


Temple enue 
Lavgiz, Tuomas Freee ms Somers Town, Potato Salesman 
Larsmean, Moonen Batees, Helitighens ‘Dee’ ob 18 08 
ee OBRIS 7 at 12 
Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
ry "Mipetey Weaste, Salford Dec 7 atll Off 
Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
Moons” Wu.14m, Mountain Ash, Glam, Fruiterer Dec 7 
at12 65, High at, Ley Sy 
Owen, Bexsamin, Wrexham, Bi Dec 8 at12 The 


Priory, Wrexham 
Partinetrox, Tuomas, Oldham, Bobbin meng nn Dec 
7atill Off Bank chmbrs, 
petty — BY, 
turer 12 Off Rec, 


Suumussor, bahay Pi Horace, Fairford, Glos, 
ailor Dec 8 at 11 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade street, 


Sowzgsy, Tuomas, —— by the Sea, York, Baker 
Dec8at3 Off "Ree Albert rd, h 
— ye Hi , Tailor Dec7at3 

Berri st, 
StTarrorp, ‘ANNIE, BS Broughton, Salford Dec 7 at 
11.80 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
— x Groner, Leeds, Boot Maker Dec8 at12 :Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

















Tarior, Davin, Hatley, Yorks, Machine Agent. Dec7 at 
10.30 Oi eo, Bank Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Tuomas, mt. Boacu, one, Cardiff, Grocer 


Dec7 at 10 29, Queen st, 
Tomuis, J Der at 12.45 Townhall, 
rm sacs, Aberdovey 


Wissen ds Cab Dee 
9 at 2.15 thaaat Motel’ Nicholas, oie 
Wescorr, C B, , Builder Dec 7 at 12 24, Rail- 

way app London 
Yours, Isaac, Leeds Clothier Deo 8 at 11 Off 


‘k row, Leeds 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ASHLEY, ee es Geornex, Southsea, Carpenter Ports- 
mouth Pet’ Nov25 Ord Nov 26 
Aruzrtoy, Stayuey, and Joan pumas, Poplar, Builders 


Nové Ord Noy 
Brighton Pet 





Tainz, Josuva ALpRive 
Keeper Eastbourne "bet Nov 37 Nov 27 





’ iY, 
Nov25 Ord Nov 26 











Boyes, Denemear Bzrxand High Court Pet May 22 
Baapsnaw, Warsox Perain Bue 4 


ov 26 Pl h 

ere) wee Bother 8s Manager 
gor ‘ov 

Brows, Goones wes = pothole, Boot Dealer Roch. — 
dale ové Nov 26 

Bove, Casade, Sees, Gas Gas Fitter St Albans Pet Noy ~ 

‘ov 

Coat, Cuan.es Ernest, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Nov 23 

Cross, James ALsesr, 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 24 

Dasserr, Wituiam Georae, yey Shipping Clerk 
Greenwich Pet Nov 26" Ord Nov 

Dosss, James ema, Riguney, Mon Cardiff Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Dopsworrn, Georce Percivat, Albemarle 
War Correspondent High Oourt 


Pet £5" 29 ay y 
Nov 26 g 


Darves, James ) un, Cogehiiatette, Lancs, Farmer Black. ~ 
Ep a | +. og ag ey Shrewsb Labourer 3 
WARDS, JAMES, wsabury : 
Shrewsbury Pet Nov 25 Ord é 


Nov 25 
Fizsraam, Axtuony, Dar 
on Tees 




























































































lington, Boilersmith Stockton 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


Goma, Tomas Paios, New Broad st, Accountant High 
Court Pet April 26 Ord Nov 23 : 

Hasgtwau, Wituiam Jonny, Bourton on the Water, Glos 

Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 25 

Hawsiss, Caantes Faspericx Bonwey, Grosvenor Club, 
Bond st High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 28 

Hexpgrsox, Josera, Newark, Notts, Outfitter Notting. 
ham Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 : 

JAEHNICHEN, Merchant Birmingham 

Oct 6 Nov 22 


Jammy Lr Stepney, Whitesmith High Oourt Pe 
Nov 27 Nov 27 
Lamina, CHARLES 3 Ord Now a6 Iof W, Saddler New- 
Pet Nov 26 
Mason, Joszra, Aston, W: 


turer 
Mo xz, Wits — Parson’s Green, Clerk High Court 


Moons Dore, Be A ae Aneiete Odi Aberdare 
ANI er 

Pano” Oot er 

Reynoips, WILLIAM, , Cheese Factor Mam 


et Liandudno, Con! 
Rosgsts, Waiter Heynzy, Hanham, gies, Boot Mane 
facturer Bristol Pet Nov er aby ov 25 
mes <3 "i Olione rd, Farmer Late 
Roz, Faayx, Ni Cabinet Maker Norwich Pet Noy 
26 Ord Nov 27 
Rogers, Avucustus Oonow. Crooked In, Tea Dealer High a 
Court Pet Sept15 Ord Nov 26 
Souctas, E Hegsert, Ripon ‘Northallerton Pet Nov 25 Ond 
Sovze, Tomas Jonzs, Dorchester Dorchester Pet Nov 
8. -§ -- — 4 Rhuddlan, Flint, Innkeeper 
MITE. WARD SHARPLES, 
Bangor Pet Octi8 Ord Nov 25 4 
Sprvack, Tosias, Warehouseman Cam 
diff Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 25 
Ceagvece ——, Broughton, Salford Balter = 
Pet Wi a yo og Eastbourne, Boarding house 
‘alnz, Josnua BIDG: 
Keeper Eastbourne "bet No Nov 27 m Ord Nov 27 
Tayion, Henay Georar, and Jonn Guass, 
Commission Agents Manchester 


a 


Nov 25 : 
Tomann, 2 James, Aberdovey Aberystwith Pet Nov 13 
. v 25 = 
Uswics, a Epwakp putes, Auctioneer Leomim- — 
ster Pet 


Nov 25 Ord 
Wescort, C B, Brockley, Builder Greenwich Pet Oct i 
Ord Nov 2 26 
Woeeeme, Witu14m, Bristol Bristol Pet Nov 20 On 
‘ov 27 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Morais, Witt1am Joszrn, Great Malvern, W 
Driver Worcester Adjud Dec 1, 1892 
Nov 20, 1897 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ad? MAKERS, 
otis BY _— eter ge ae 
a Judiaal Boneh Gepcrtlonel Lonken te : 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. a 
and Gowns for Registrars, Towa 
and Olerke of the Peace. F 
Jorporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. ; 


ESTABLISHED 1689. r 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOS. 
M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 4, . 


AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 4 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Flea — 
AMERICAN BOLL TOP DESKS. 4 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleetah 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. a 
M. W. Eagley, 40 & 41, 





Law W: 











